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PREF'ACKH. 


Or THE contents of this volume the greater part 
was composed more than thirty years ago, in the 
midst of the excitement produced by the Oxford 
Tractarian controversy. In preparing this portion 
of my Essays from the Edinburgh Review, for a 
stereotyped edition (1855), I gladly struck my pen 
through some expressions which had dropped from 
it in the ardour of conflict, but which seemed no 
way necessary to the argument, and likely to give 
pain to some individuals, for whom, then as now, 
though perfect strangers to me, I could not but feel, 
and still feel, respect. A man must have lived to very 
little purpose if he does not see, in the course of 
thirty years, many reasons, if not for changing his 
opinions,—and mine, I confess, are on these subjects 
not much altered,—yet his mode of stating and 
defending them ; and I frankly confess that if I were 
“now re-writing some of the Essays contained in this 
volume, I should still further endeavour to modify 
their expression and soften their tone. 


Meantime, friends have often suggested the re- 
publication of these Essays in a separate form, as 
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deeming them, whatever their defects, likely to be of 
some use in the still vehemently agitated controversies 
to which they mainly relate. With this request, the 
new arrangement of the matter in this edition of my 
Essays enables me to comply. 


What else it is necessary to say may be said in 
the words of the original preface to the collected 
Essays. 


‘Some of the subjects were urged on me by per- 
sons whose judgment could not but have had weight 
with any man. They were pleased to think that it 
was in my power to say something upon the suggested 
topics, not unserviceable to truth, nor ungrateful to | 
the public. If I erred, I may well be pardoned for 
having yielded to solicitations which came in a shape 
so flattering. 


‘Had I been left entirely to my own taste, my pre- 
ferences would almost uniformly have been for the 
quiet paths of literature. Into the noisy, dusty, 
thronged highway of controversy I should have rarely 
ventured. But I will be bold to say, that no solici- 
tations of others would have induced me to write on 
themes to which I was not conscious of having 
honestly endeavoured — however ineffectually — to 
render myselfcompetent. The subjects, though some- 
times suggested to my own choice, were yet always 
approved by it. Nor, assuredly, were the sentiments 
I have expressed taken up with levity; if erroneous, 
they are erroneous after very mature deliberation, and 
can have no claim to indulgence. 
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‘ But it may, perhaps, be said, Is the style in which 
certain theological subjects are treated decorous ? 
Of course I thought so; otherwise nothing should 
have induced me to adopt it. 


‘For the apparent levity, indeed, with which I 
have treated some doctrines which I most conscien- 
tiously believe pernicious errors; doctrines which 
many persons would fain render invulnerable to every 
mode of assault,—to satire, by representing them as 
too sacred for ridicule, and to argument, by repre- 
senting them as too mysterious for reason,—I can 
offer no apology ; being fully convinced that it is the 
only style effectually adapted to dispel the false halo 
of pseudo-sacred associations with which so many 
minds invest them. 


‘A general defence of the style I have adopted will 
be found, in several places, in the Essays in question. 
For the present it is sufficient to say that, though not 
convinced that ridicule is the test of truth, I firmly 
believe that it is often an excellent instrument for 
confuting error ; and he who wishes to see this point 
conclusively argued may consult the eleventh of the 
Provincial Letters. That shield is broad enough to 
cover writers who can say that they have written 
with Pascal’s honesty, though they can make little 
pretensions to Pascal’s genius. 


‘IT am well contented to rest my defence against the 
charge in question on the words of a justly distin- 
guished dignitary of the Church of England,* con- 


* Archbishop Whately. 
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tained in a letter to myself: “I believe some few 
honest, and very many dishonest readers, feeling the 
arguments are unanswerable, resort to a deprecation 
of the alleged tone of levity with which the subject 
(as they say,—ZJ say, as the absurdities introduced) is 
treated. I have been accustomed to answer, ‘If you 
blame the laughers, how much more those who have 
made the doctrines of religion so utterly ridiculous.’” 


‘As for certain asperities of expression which may 
seem to glance too strongly at individuals, and into 
which the haste of composition may have betrayed 
me, I have endeavoured, in the present republication, 
to cancel or soften many of them. As I have else- 
where said, “I am more than content to efface any 
expression which Charity declares to be superfluous 
to Truth, and Truth declares may be sacrified to 
Charity.” I may also say, with truth, of my antago- 
nists, that they are in every case personal strangers 
to me, and that, as far as I know myself, I am not 
conscious of feeling towards them a particle of the 
odium theologicum. ‘Towards themselves I have no 
worse wish—and I can wish nothing better for myself 
or for any man—than that they may seek and find 
the TRUTH. 


‘I can also with a safe conscience affirm that I 
have uniformly endeavoured to do justice to the 
views of those whose opinions I have controverted ; 
to cite them fairly; to represent their sentiments 
accurately ; to attach no inference and to give no 
interpretation to their words, which in my very con- 
science I did not believe that they fairly warranted. 
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Neither can I accuse myself of having spared any 
toil to obtain a just conception of their meaning. 
If I have erred in these respects, I have erred in- 
voluntarily ; and even for that, I would express un- 
feigned regret. In one word, I will be bold to say 
that my “zeal,” though it may not have been always 
“wise,” has been at least always “ honest.” 


‘It will perhaps be said, and certainly may be said 
with truth, that mankind are so much in the habit of 
making their opinions part of themselves, that they 
are apt to feel as much aggrieved when these are at- 
tacked as when themselves are vilified. It is so; 
but it is impossible for a conscientious controvertist 
to make that too diffusive sensibility the rule of his 
conduct. Of what he believes pernicious error, he 
cannot but speak as he believes of it, and must take 
his chance of giving displeasure to some, and perhaps 
to many, by so doing. But for the very same reason 
he will be little disposed to object that those who 
deem fis opinions pernicious error, use a similar 
liberty in speaking of them ; and if angry at their so 
doing, will be most unreasonably angry. 


‘We are justly commanded to love “our neigh- 
bours as ourselves ;” but not to love their “errors ” 
as well as we love them. The spurious charity 
which, with mincing speech, affects to treat all 
opinions with latitudinarian indulgence, and chat- 
ters its vague nonsense about their being equally 
innocent, is only one degree less hateful than the 
bigotry which converts hostility to erroneous opinions 
into a pretext for personal malignity, and substitutes 
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for the tactics of honourable controversy the savage 
cruelties of the tomahawk and scalping-knife.’ 


To justify some of the expressions applied to cer- 
tain leaders of the Oxford Tractarian School who 
have since gone over to the Romish Church, it must 
be recollected what was the position of those gentle- 
men at the time I wrote. That it was a false one, 
has been practically acknowledged by themselves. 
They have afforded a signal confutation of the opi- 
nions they then held, by surrendering their position 
in the English Church; a position, however, which 
they seemed at the time obstinately bent on defending 
by modes which appeared to me an insult to all Chris- 
tian morality. Their ultimate adoption of the only 
honourable alternative is a confession that in their 
own estimate their position at that time was an 
utterly untenable one. Much as all Protestants must 
lament their secession, few will refuse to admit that 
their present position, with such opinions as theirs, 
is the only consistent one. 


The too frequent issue of the opinions of the Oxford 
Tractarian School, will form a sufficient justification 
of the strong views I expressed respecting their tend- 
encies, at a time when few apprehensions were enter- 
tained of such ominous results. 


The last Essay in this volume, on Erasmus and his 
relations to the Reformation, is extracted from Good 
Words, in the columns of which it appeared in 1868. 


CONTENTS. 


PAGE 


I. ANGLICANISM ; OR, THE OXFORD TRACTARIAN SCHOOL 1 


If. Recent DEVELOPMENTS OF TRACTARIANISM - 84 
III. ULtTrRaAMoNTANE Dovusts - - - - 174 
IV. Rigur oF PrRivaTE JUDGMENT - - - 234 


VY. ERASMUS AND HIS AGE “ - - ~ 286 


ESSAYS, 


THEOLOGICAL AND CONTROVERSIAL. 


ANGLICANISM; OR, THE OXFORD TRACTARIAN 
SCHOOL. * 


—+— 


Ir may sound paradoxical, but it is nevertheless true, 
that with the disciples of the Oxford Tract School we 
have no manner of controversy. Their principles, 
logical and ethical, are so totally different from our 
own, that it is as impossible to argue with them as 


* ¢ Kdinburgh Review,’ April, 1843. 

1. Tracts for the Times. By Members of the University of 
Oxford. 5 vols. 8vo. 1833—1840. ~ 

2. Church Principles considered in their Results. By W. E. 
GLaApsTone, Esq., M.P. Svo. London: 1840. 

3. Ancient Christianity, and the Doctrines of the Oxford 
Tracts. By the Author of Spiritual Despotism. Vols. I. and II. 
London. 

4. The Divine Rule of Faith and Practice. By WILLIAM 
Goopr, M.A., of Trinity College, Cambridge. 2 vols. 8vo. 
London. 
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D.D., Archbishop of Dublin. 8vo. London: 1841. 

6: Oxford Divinity compared with that of the Romish and 
Anglican Churches. By the Right Rev. C. P. M‘I:varne, D:D; 
Bishop of Ohio. 8vo. London: 1841. 

7. The Church of the Fathers. 12mo. Lcndon: 1842. 

8. The Voice of the Anglican Church, being the declared Opimtons 
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with beings of a different species. There may be 
worlds, say some philosophers, where truth and false- 
hood change natures — where the three angles of a 
triangle are no longer equal to two right angles, and 
where a crime of unusual turpitude may inspire 
absolute envy. We are far from saying that the 
gentlemen above mentioned are qualified to be in- 
habitants of such a world, but we repeat that there 
is just as little dispute between us as if they were. 
With men who can venture on so grotesque a petitio 
principtt as to suppose that to those who question the 


of her Bishops on the Doctrines of the Oxford Tract Writers. 
12mo. London: 1843. 

9. Anglo-Catholicism not Apostolical. By W. Linpsay ALEXx- 
ANDER, M.A. 8yvo. Edinburgh: 1843. 

[One of the titles of this and the following essay, as originally 
published, was founded on the sobriquet by which a certain system 
of doctrines had come to be popularly designated, and by which 
it was therefore most readily recognised. It was expressly 
stated, however, that it was not intended to imply that the 
reverend gentleman from whose name the term had been de- 
rived, would subscribe to every statement or opinion contained 
in the works of the school to which he belonged, though his own 
writings left no doubt, that in all the more important he cor- 
dially concurred. But it was admitted, that a name not derived 
from any individual would have been preferable had any such, 
as widely used, and as generally understood, been known. As 
the reason for the employment of the term no longer exists, and 
as it was, and is, infinitely far from the writer’s purpose to give 
any unnecessary offence or pain to any individual, the title re- 
ferred to has been expunged. ‘The Oxford party, it is true, 
vehemently protest against being designated by any name (whe- 
ther derived from an individual or not) which would imply that 
they constitute a particular school or sect; and this on the 
‘ground that their doctrines are not those of a school or sect, but 
of the ‘Catholic Church!’ But here it is impossible to hu- 
mour them; they are, in our judgment, decidedly a ‘Sect,’ and 
nothing more. — For some observations on the tone and man- 
ner deliberately adopted in this and the next essay, the reader 
is referred to the preface prefixed to these volumes. He must 
remember that the country was then (1843-4) in the very crisis 
of this great controversy : and that everything was calculated to 
excite the strongest feelings in every sincere Protestant mind. ] 
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exclusive claims of the Episcopal Clergy, and who 
‘ask by what authority they speak,’ it can be any 
answer to cite the words, ‘He that despiseth you 
despiseth me,’ and ‘whosesoever sins ye remit they 
are remitted’*— with men who think that no 
‘serious’ person can treat lightly the extravagant 
pretensions of their doctrine of Apostolical Succes- 
sion; and that if there be, it is to some purpose to 
quote the text, ‘Esau, a profane person, who for 
one morsel of meat sold his birthright’ t— with men 
who can so wrest the meaning of common terms as to 
represent the ‘change’ effected in the eucharistic 
elements by the words of consecration to be as much 
a miracle as that performed at the marriage feast at 
Cana {— with men who are so enamoured of the 
veriest dreams and whimsies of the Fathers, as to 
bespeak all reverence for that fancy of Justin and 
others, that the ‘ass and the colt,’ for which Christ 
sent his disciples, are to be interpreted severally of 
the ‘Jewish and the Gentile believers;’ and also to 
attach much weight to that of Origen, who rather 
expounds them of the ‘Old and the New Testa- 
ments ;” — with men who can treat with gravity the 
various patristic expositions of the ‘five barley 
loaves,’ which some suppose to indicate the ‘five 
senses,’ and others the ‘five books of Moses’ § — 
with men who can lay down the general principle, 
that we are to ‘maintain before we have proved,’ 
‘that we must believe in order to judge,’ ‘that this 
seeming paradox is the secret of happiness,’ ‘and that 
never to have been troubled with a doubt about the 
truth of what has been taught us, is the happiest 
state of mind,’ ||—-these writers at the same time 
declaring that the immense majority of mankind are, 
in fact, enslaved by this same quiet acquiescence in 
the most fatal delusions — with men who can believe 


perracts, vol,i, No. 17. p..6. + Tracts, No. 19. p. 4. 

t British Critic, vol. xxvii. p.259,260.  § Tracts, No. 89. 

| Tracts, No. 85. pp. 85, 73. ; British Critic, No.63. pp. 39. 83, 
B2 
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that the true doctrine of Christian baptism will prove 
a preservative against forming either a Neptunian or 
Vulcanian theory of geology, and that the ‘vertebral’ 
column and its lateral processes’ were designed to 
afford a type and adumbration of the cross *—with 
men who think the words, rovro moteire cic THY EunY 
avauynow are the most natural words for our Lord 
to have used, if he meant to say ‘ Sacrifice this in 
remembrance of me’ +-— with men who can believe 
that St. Anthony’s nonsensical conflicts with devils 
may not unworthily be compared with the tempta- 
tions of our Lord in the wilderness, and that the 
grotesque portents with which his ‘life’ abounds 
may be attributed to diabolical agency {| — with men 
who can write or defend such a Tract as Number 
Ninety, and at once swear to the Articles and explain 
them away —with men who think that there is no 
reason to believe that ‘the private student of Scrip- 
ture would ordinarily gain a knowledge of the Gospel 
from it,’ and who ‘confess a satisfaction in the inflic-— 
tion of penalties for the expression of new doctrines 
or a change of communion’ § — with men who can 
affirm and believe such things, and many others 
equally strange, we repeat we can have personally as 
little controversy as with those inhabitants of Saturn, 
who, according to Voltaire’s lively little tale, have 
seventy-two senses, and have discovered in matter no 
less than three hundred essential properties. The 
powers of speculation of these gentlemen are either 
so much above our own, or so much below them — 
their notions of right and wrong so transcendently 
ridiculous, or so transcendently sublime — that there 
can be nothing in common between us. Thousands, 
it is true, are ready to resolve the mystery of their 
conduct by saying, ‘Surely these men are either 


* Sewell’s Christian Morals, p. 324. See also Tract, No. 89. 
§ vi. vii. : 

+ Froude’s Remains, Second Part, vol i. p. 91., &c.’ 

{ Newman’s Church of the Fathers, p. 360. 


§ British Critic, No. 59. p. 105. 
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great knaves or great fools:’ but in the exercise of 
that charity which ‘hopeth all things,’ we will not 
assume the former; and in the exercise of that 
charity which ‘believeth all things,’ we will not 
assume the latter. We regard them simply as an 
unexplained phenomenon; we stare at them as at a 
new comet, devoutly hoping, at the same time, that 
they may be found to move in a hyperbolic trajectory, 
and that, having swept across our system, they will 
vanish and return no more. 

It is not to them, then, that we address ourselves, 
but to the thousands of our readers who may have 
neither time nor inclination to peruse the voluminous 
productions of this School. For their sakes we shall 
attempt something like a systematic exposition, once 
for all, of its principal doctrines, and they can then 
decide whether or not it is their duty to accept them. 

It is now about ten years since the founders of this 
School set about achieving their great miracle of 
putting the ‘dial’ of the world ‘ten degrees back- 
ward.’ Their first proceedings were comparatively 
moderate. They had arrived at the conclusion, that 
the Church of England had become more ‘Protestant 
than the Reformation ;’ that she had somehow swung 
loose from her moorings, and had insensibly drifted 
with the tide to a point very different from that at 
which the pilots of the Reformation had anchored 
her; that the spirit of the English Church resides 
rather in the Liturgy and Rubrics than in the Arti- 
eles, and that the former ought to interpret the latter ; 
that certain ‘great and precious truths’ had nigh 
gone out of date, and that certain high ‘gifts’ and 
prerogatives of the Church had come to be cheaply 
rated. They further thought that these ‘precious 
truths’ required to be restored, and these high ‘gifts’ 
to be vindicated. 

To diffuse their views they commenced that re- 
markable series of publications well known by the 
name of the ‘Oxford Tracts;’ at an early stage of 
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which appeared Mr. Newman’s ‘ Via Media,’ or middie 
road to Heaven, between Romanism and Protestant- 
ism. This ‘ Via Media’ appeared to many neither 
more nor less than the ‘old Roman road’ uncovered 
and made passable. What was thus early suspected 
was in due time made manifest. No matter how 
comparatively moderate the first pretensions of these 
writers ; it was soon seen that their system of doc- 
trine and ritual was fast assuming a form not essen- 
tially different from that of undisguised Romanism. 
Flushed with success, and forgetting all caution, they 
rapidly developed, partly in the Tracts and partly in 
separate works, principles at which the Protestant 
world stood aghast. In a word, the system closely 
resembled that of Rome; it was, as geometricians 
say, a similar figure, only with not so large a peri- 
meter. 

They affirmed, as will be fully shown hereafter, 
that the Scriptures were not the sole and absolute 
rule of faith; that tradition was supplemental to it, 
and that what it unanimously taught was of co-ordi- 
nate authority; that a fully developed Christianity 
must be sought somewhere or other (nobody knows 
where), within the first (nobody knows how many) 
centuries; they spoke contemptuously of Chilling- 
worth’s celebrated maxim, and elevated that of Vin- 
cent of Lerins into its place; in defiance of the first 
principles of the Reformation, they advocated ‘ re- 
serve’ in the communication of religious knowledge, 
and avowed their preference of the ancient disciplina 
arcani*; they spoke in terms of superstitious re- 
verence of the Fathers, and eagerly defended many of 
their most egregious follies}; they denied most con- 
temptuously ‘the right of private judgment,’ and in- 
culcated a blind, unquestioning acquiescence in the 
assurances of the priest. As they had advocated 
principles which would justify nearly all the abuses 

* Nos. 80. and 87. Tracts on ‘ Reserve.’ 
t Tract 89. on ‘ Ancient Mysticism,’ passim, 
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of Rome, so they learned to speak of the abuses to 
which those principles had led in a new dialect —in 
terms which would have made the hair of Cranmer or 
of Ridley stand on end. ‘They apologised for her 
errors, and, as they were bidden by one of their own 
poets, ‘spoke gently of her fall. They were re- 
warded (significant omen!) with the friendly greetings 
of the Romanists in return; and condescendingly as- 
sured that ‘they were not far from the kingdom of 
God.’* All this will be fully proved hereafter, if 
indeed there are now any who stand in need of such 
proof. 

But their zeal somewhat outran discretion. They 
were not yet quite perfect in the art of poisoning. 
Instead of administering it in homeeopathic doses and 
invisible elements, by means of perfumed gloves or 
sweet confectionery, their impatience could not brook 
the long delay required by so tedious a process. 
They exchanged the gentle decoction of laurel leaves 
for prussic acid; till at last, in Number Ninety, which 
ought by rights to be called the ‘ Art of Perjury made 
Easy,’ they administered so strong a dose, that the 
stomach of the Church could no longer endure it. 
She threw off the nauseous compound with a con- 
vulsive effort, and refused to take any further prepa- 
rations from the laboratory of these modern ‘ Subtiles.’ 

But though the Oxford Tracts were at length si- 
lenced by authority, the poison was too widely diffused 
to admit of any sudden and instant counteraction. 
Accordingly, in periodical publications of all sorts 
and sizes—in reviews, magazines, and newspapers, 


* ¢Tt seems impossible,’ says Dr. Wiseman, with great truth, 
‘to read the works of the Oxford divines, and especially to follow 
them chronologically, without discovering a daily approach 
towards our holy Church, both in doctrine and affectionate feel- 
ing. . . . ; To suppose them (without an insincerity which 
they have given us no right to charge them with) to love the 
parts of a system and wish for them, while they would reject 
the root and only secure support of them —the system itself — 
is, to my mind, revoltingly contradictory.’ 


8 ANGLICANISM ; OR, 


in flimsy pamphlets and bulky volumes, in letters, in 
dialogues, in tales and novels, in poetry, in congenial 
fiction and perverted history, in every form of “typo- 
graphy, and in every species of composition — have 
the very same, nay, still more outrageous, doctrines 
been industriously propagated. Of this, too, we shall 
give full proof. * 

Thus was it seen that the ‘ Via Media,’ instead of 
being a road running between Protestantism and 
Romanism, and parallel to both, branched off at a 
large angle from the former, and, after traversing a 
short interval of moss and bog, which quaked most 
fearfully under the traveller’s uncertain tread, struck 
into that ‘ broad,’ well-beaten, and crowded road 
which leads to Rome and ‘ destruction’ at the same 
time. 

If the Oxford Tract writers had strictly adhered to 
what appeared to be their original intention, as stated 
in the ‘ Via Media,’ it would have been difficult, per- 
haps, for a clerical antagonist to know how to deal 
with them; as they, for similar reasons, would have 
found it equally difficult to know how to deal with. 
him. While the Oxford party maintain that the 
spirit of the Church resides rather in the Liturgy and 
Rubric than in the Articles, their opponents plead 
that the spirit of the Church resides rather in the 
Articles than in the Liturgy and Rubric; and these 
last, if change must come, would fain have the latter 
brought into harmony with the former; rather than 


* The Oxford Tract writers and their adherents have shown 
but small practical regard to that principle 9f unquestioning 
obedience which forms a prime article of their faith. ‘They sup- 
pressed the ‘Tracts,’ it is true; but they continued to propa- 
gate the same doctrines with undiminished zeal, and even openly 
defended Number Ninety itself. They seem to have understood 
the objection of their superiors to be to the ttle of the books, 
not to the doctrines they contained —to the label on the bottle, 
not to the poison in it. Their obedience was of the same kind 
with that of the dutiful son mentioned in the Gospel, who said to 
his father, ‘I go, sir,’ but went not, 
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the former misinterpreted into agreement with the 
latter. Which of these two parties is more near the 
truth in its notions, we shall not particularly inquire. 
Never having ourselves sworn and subscribed an ex 
animo assent to ‘ all and every thing’ contained in 
the ‘ Articles, Book of Common Prayer, Rubric, and 
Canons,’ we feel at perfect liberty to admire and re- 
vere whatsoever we deem excellent in the consti- 
tution, doctrines, and ritual of the Church of England, 
without pledging ourselves to admire or revere all. 
Considering the circumstances under which the Church 
was founded, the nation’s recent escape from the 
grossest Popery —the prejudices which required con- 
ciliation—the different, and in some respects contra- 
dictory, interests that were to be adjusted — the ex- 
plicit admissions of the most eminent Reformers, that 
they could not do all they wished, and that they 
were compelled to content themselves with doing 
what they could, —there is no reason to wonder that 
some portions of the Articles and Formularies of the 
Church should be hard to be reconciled. As little 
can we wonder that those who have sworn an ex 
animo assent to ‘all and every thing in them,’ should, 
after so miscellaneous a feast, feel now and then a 
little dyspeptic. They may well be pardoned if they 
make some efforts to show that they are not incon- 
sistent; and even applauded, if they take the more 
rational course of recommending that any expressions 
which trouble conscience should be rectified and ad- 
justed. Meantime, as it is impossible that incon- 
sistency should itself be consistent, it is no matter of 
surprise that these two parties should feel it more 
easy to refute each other’s opinions than to establish 
their own. One appeals to the Liturgy, the other to 
the Articles; each can prove the other partially 
wrong, but neither can prove itself wholly right. 
In a word, it is a war of reprisals; each takes out its 
‘letter of marque,’ and proceeds to burn and pillage 
on its adversary’s coast; and returning in anticipated 
triumph — finds equal desolation on its own. 
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Meantime, one thing is clear. The much boasted 
unity of the Church — that unity which Mr. Glad- 
stone vaunts, and which Mr. Newman sorrowfully 
laments is not to be found *, (not agreeing, it appears, 
even as to whether they are disagreed,) —is some- 
thing like the unity of chaos. There was but one 
chaos, it is true, but in that one there was infinite 
confusion. | 

Whether absolute unity be desirable, we have our 
doubts ; that it is impossible of attainment we have 
none. We see that the very men who have sworn 
assent to the very same documents, exhibit almost 
every variety and shade of theological opinion. From 
every zone, every latitude of theology, has the 
Church collected its specimens. Each extreme, and 
all between, is there; from the mere ethical de- 
claimer, who has successfully laboured to expel from 
his discourse every distinctive trace of Christianity, 
except what may be found in the text and the bene- 
diction, to the fanatic who suffers ‘grace’ well nigh 
to exclude ‘morality ;’ from the most rigid Armini- 
anism to the most rigid Calvinism —from High 
Church doctrines like those of Laud, to Low Church 
doctrines like those of Hoadley — from a theory of, 
the sacraments like that of Dr. Hook, to a theory of 
the sacraments like that of Mr. Noel.f 

The argumentum ad hominem, however, with which 
the Oxford Tractists (had they restricted themselves 
to what seemed their original object) might have met 


* ¢In the English Church we shall hardly find ten or twenty 
neighbouring clergymen who agree together; and that, not: in 
the non-essentials of religion, but as to what are its elementary 
and necessary doctrines; or as to the fact, whether there are 
any necessary doctrines at all— any distinct and definite faith 
required for salvation.” — Newman’s Lectures on the Prophetical 
Office of the Church, p. 394. Again — ‘In the English Church, 
by itself, may be found differences as great as those which sepa- 
rate it from Greece or Rome.’ — p. 310. 

{ The reader may see this point more fully treated in Mr. 
Macaulay’s masterly Essay on Gladstone’s ‘Church and State’- 
Essays, Vol. IL 
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their clerical opponents, is of no.avail against those, 
whether in the Church or out*of it, who have not 
sworn and subscribed an ex animo assent to her 
public documents; and further, as they have not re- 
stricted themselves to that object, but have affirmed 
doctrines and developed a theory essentially inconsis- 
tent with Protestantism, it is competent to every man 
(clerical or otherwise) to affirm that they do not of 
right belong to the Church of England, though they 
remain within her pale, and most unworthily eat her 
bread. 

Of this any one may convince himself who will take 
the trouble to examine the Oxford Tracts seriatim — 
more especially those from Number Seventy to Num- 
ber Ninety. But there are two facts more easily ap- 
preciable by the public. The first is, that the T’racts 
have been suppressed by AUTHORITY — none can deny 
that. 'The second is, that the ablest and most influen- 
tial prelates have, in ‘Charges’ and other publica- 
tions, delivered their express testimony against them, 
in every tone of lamentation, reproof, rebuke: they do 
not disguise their mingled shame, sorrow, and conster 
nation, that such doctrines should have been promul 
gated by clergymen of theirown communion. ‘Those 
who please may see this collection of testimonies set 
forth in one of the publications at the commencement 
of this essay — ‘The Voice of the Anglican Church.’ 
Nor must it be forgotten that this series of testi- 
monies derives additional force from the fact, that 
there is so much in the Oxford Tracts calculated to 
gratify Episcopal vanity, and to flatter Episcopal 
pretensions. Nothing surely but an imperative sense 
of truth and duty could have extorted these rebukes, 
in the face of the pleasing adulations with which the 
‘Tracts’ abound. It is hard to be compelled to strike 
the parasite in the very act of sycophancy; and fre- 
quent and most fulsome was the flattery with which 
these right reverend men were assailed. ‘Their office 
and prerogatives were studiously magnified; they 


12 ANGLICANISM ; OR, 


were addressed in the humblest tones of awe and vene- 
ration *; they were compared to the apostles, not 
only in their office and dignity —but (let not the 
reader smile) in their sufferings.t How pleasant for 
a worthy gentleman of princely revenue and baronial 
dignity, to be told that he is at the same time a sort 
of martyr, and may aspire to combine the character 
of prince and anchorite in his own proper person. We 
have much sincere respect for the Bench of Bishops; 
but amongst the marks of ‘apostolical succession,’ we 
certainly had not suspected that ‘privations and suf- 
ferings’ were generally included. We repeat, then, 
that our prelates have done themselves much credit 
in so loudly condemning the new heresy; and hope 
that they will act consistently with their protests in 
the discharge of their public functions, and in the 
employment of their private patronage. 

In attempting to give some account of the princi- 
pal opinions held by the new School, it is not meant 
to deny that some of them are held, with certain mo- 
difications, by many who would strenuously remon- 


*<To them (the bishops) we willingly and affectionately 

relinquish their high privileges and honours ; we encroach not 
upon the rights of the Successors OF THE APOSTLES [these are 
not our capitals]; ‘we touch not their sword and crosier,’ 
‘Exalt our holy fathers, the bishops, as the representatives of the 
Apostles and the angels of the churches, and magnify your office 
as being ordained by them to ,take part in their ministry.’— 
Tracts, No. 1. pp. 1. 4. Addressed to the Clergy. 

+ ‘Again, it may be asked, who are at this time the successors 
and spiritual descendants of the Apostles ? I shall surprise 
some people by the answer I shall give, though it is very clear, 
and there is no doubt about it— THE BISHOPS. They stand in, 
the place of the Apostles as far as the office of ruling is concerned; 
and whatever we ought to do, had we lived when the Apostles were 
alive, the same ought we todo for the bishops. He that despiseth 
them, despiseth the Apostles. . . . But I must now mention the 
more painful part of the subject, 7. e. the sufferings of the bishops, 
which is the second mark of their being our living apostles. I may 
say, bishops have undergone this trial in every age.’ — No. 10. 
pp. 3. 5.; also vol. i. passim. 
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strate against being classed in the same category with 
its founders; nor would it be just to charge all who 
avow a general coincidence with holding every 
dogma to the same extent. ‘Private judgment,’ 
proscribed as it has been, has been at work here too, 
and left these men little reason to boast of their unity. 
We shall content ourselves with developing the system 
as explained in the Oxford Tracts, and in works 
avowedly written in approval or defence of them. 

Neither will our space permit us to attempt more 
than a general statement of the opinions in question. 
Some of the particular doctrines most in favour with 
the Oxford Theologians, have been already pretty 
fully considered *; and some others may, hereafter, 
come under our review. 

I. These writers maintain, in the most extrava- 
gant form, the doctrine of AposroLticaL Succession. 


* See the articles on Dr. Pusey’s Fifth of November Sermon, 
vol. lxvi. p. 396.— On Gladstone’s ‘Church and State,’ vol. 
lxix. p. 231.— On ‘Tract Number Ninety’ (April, 1841). — 
On the ‘Right of Private Judgment, and Sewells Christian 
Morals,’ in the Number for Jan. 1842. 

t ‘Why should we talk . . . . so little of an Apostolic 
Succession? Why should we not seriously endeavour to impress 
our people with this plain truth (!) — that by separating them- 
selves from our communion, they separate themselves not only 
from a decent, orderly, useful society, but from THE ONLY 
CHURCH IN THIS REALM WHICH HAS A RIGHT TO BE QUITE SURE 
SHE HAS THE LoRD’S BODY TO GIVE TO HIS PEOPLE. — Tracts, 
vol. i, No. 4. p. 5. 

‘As to the fact of the Apostolical Succession, 7 e. that our 
present bishops are the heirs and representatives of the Apostles 
by successive transmission of the prerogative of being so, this is 
too notorious to require proof. Every link in the chain is known, 
from St. Peter to our present metropolitans.’ — No. 7. p. 2. 

Dr. Hook says, ‘ We ask what was the fact, and the fact was 
this: that the officer whom we now call a bishop was at first 
called an apostle ; although afterwards it was thought better to 
confine the title of apostle to those who had seen the Lord Jesus; 
while their successors, exercising the same rights and authority, 
though unendowed with miraculous powers, contented themselves 
with the designation of bishops.’ It is the prerogative of men of 
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They affirm that the spiritual blessings of Christianity 
are, so far as we know or have any right to infer, 
ordinarily restricted to the channel of an episcopally 
ordained ministry; that no minister is a true member 
even of that ministry unless found in the line of the 
succession —in other words, duly ordained by a bishop 
duly consecrated ; whose due consecration again de- 
pends on that of a whole series of bishops from the 
time of the Apostles; that ministers not so ordained 
have no right to preach the gospel, and cannot effi- 
caciously administer the sacraments, let them be as 
holy as they may; that all who are so ordained may 
do both, let them be as unholy as they will*; that, 
accordingly, Philip Doddridge and Robert Hall were 
no true Christian ministers, but that Jonathan Swift 
and Lawrence Sterne were. All this we know is very 
mysterious; but then (as the Tracts say) so are many 
other things which we nevertheless believe; and why 
not this? It is better ‘to believe than to reason’ on 
such a subject: or believe first and reason afterwards. 
‘Let us believe what we do not see and know. .... 
Let us maintain before we have proved. 'This seeming 
paradox f is the secret of happiness.’ Thus, seeing 
is not believing, as the vulgar suppose, but believing 
is seeing; and you will, in due time, know the ‘blessed- 
ness’ of such child-like docility.{ But it is necessary 


this school to talk nonsense; but Dr. Hook even abuses his 
privilege. It reminds one of what a lady said to Pelisson, 
‘Really, Monsieur Pelisson, you abuse your sex’s privilege — of. 
being uncomely.’ 

* «The unworthiness of man, then, cannot prevent the good- 
ness of God from flowing in those channels in which he has 
destined it to flow; and the Christian congregations of the 
present day, who sit at the feet of ministers duly ordained, have 
the same reason for reverencing in them the successors of the 
Apostles, as the primitive churches of Ephesus and of Crete had 
for honouring in Timothy and in Titus the apostolic authority of 
him who had appointed them,’ — No. 5. pp. 10,11, 

+ No. 85. p. 85. 

{ ‘I readily allow,’ says one Tractist on the doctrine of the 
Succession, ‘that this view of our calling has something in it too 
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to dwell a little on the arguments of the opposite 
party, in order to do full justice to the hardihood of 
the required act of faith. 

Whether we consider the palpable absurdity of this 
doctrine, its utter destitution of historic evidence, or 
the outrage it implies on all Christian charity, it is 
equally revolting. The arguments against it are in- 
finite, the evidence for it a vanishing quantity. It 
rests not upon one doubtful assumption, but upon fifty ; 
and when these are compounded together, according to 
the just receipt in Dr. Whately’s logic for gauging the 
force of such arguments, it transcends the power of 
any calculus invented by man, to determine exactly 
the ratio of improbability. First, the very basis on 
which it rests — the claim of Episcopacy itself to be 
considered undoubtedly and exclusively of Apostolical 
origin——has been most fiercely disputed by men of equal 
erudition and acuteness; and, so far as can be judged, 
of equal integrity and piety. When one reflects how 
much can be plausibly and ingeniously adduced on 
both sides, and that it would require half a volume 
merely to give an abstract of the arguments, one would 
think that the only lesson which could or would be 
learned from this prodigious controversy, would be the 
duty of mutual charity; and a disposition to concede 
that the blessings of Christianity are compatible with 
various systems of Church polity. God forbid that 


high and mysterious to be fully understood by the unlearned 
Christians, But the learned, surely, are just as unequal to it. 
It is part of that ineffable mystery called in our creed the Com- 
munion of Saints; and, with all other Christian mysteries, is 
above the understanding of all alike, yet practically alike within 
reach of all who are willing to embrace it by true faith.’ — Vol. 1. 
No. 4. p. 6. 

‘It may be profitable to us to reflect, that doctrines, which we 
believe to be most true, and which are received as such by the 
most profound and enlarged intellects, and which rest upon the 
most irrefragable proofs, yet may be above our disputative 
powers, and can be treated by us only with reference to our 
conduct.’ — No. 19. p. 3. On Arguing concerning the Apostolical 
Succession. 
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we should for a moment admit that they are restricted 
to any one! 

But this first proposition, however doubtful, is sus- 
ceptible of evidence almost demonstrative, compared 
with that offered for half a dozen others involved in 
the integral reception of the doctrine of Apostolical 
Succession. Accordingly, there are thousands of 
Episcopalians, who, while they affirm a preponder- 
ance of evidence on behalf of Episcopacy, utterly 
repudiate this incomprehensible dogma: of these, 
Archbishop Whately is an illustrious example. 

The theory of the advocates of the ‘Tracts’ is, that 
each bishop from the Apostolic times, has received in 
his consecration a mysterious ‘gift,’ and also transmits 
to every priest in his ordination a mysterious ‘ gift,’ 
indicated in the respective offices by the awful words, 
‘Receive the Holy Ghost *;’ that on this the right of 
priests to assume their functions, and the preter- 
natural grace of the sacraments administered by them, 
depends; that bishops, once consecrated, instantly be- 
come a sort of Leyden phial of spiritual electricity, 
and are invested with the remarkable property of 
transmitting the ‘gift’ to others; that this has been 
the case from the primitive age till now; that this 
high gift has been incorruptibly transmitted through 
the hands of impure, profligate, heretical ecclesiastics, 
as ignorant and flagitious as any of their lay contem- 
poraries ; that, in fact, these ‘gifts’ are perfectly 
irrespective of the moral character and qualifications 
both of bishop and priest, and reside in equal integrity 
in a Bonner or a Cranmer —a Parson Adams or a 
Parson Trulliber. 

* «Thus we have confessed before God our belief, that 
through the bishop who ordained us we received the Holy 
Ghost, the power to bind and to loose, to administer the sacra- 
ments and to preach. Now, how is he able to give these great 
gifts? Whence is his right? Are these words idle (which 
would be taking God’s name in vain), or do they express merely 
a wish (which surely is very far below their meaning), or do 


they not rather indicate that the speaker is conveying a gift 2’— 
Tracts, vol. i. No. 1. p. 3. 
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Numberless are the questions which reason and 
charity forthwith put to the advocates of this doc- 
trine, to none of which will they deign an answer ex- 
cept the one already given — that believing is seeing, 
and implicit faith the highest demonstration. What 
is imparted? what transmitted? Is it something or 
nothing? Is consecration or ordination accompanied 
(as in primitive times) by miraculous powers, by any 
invigoration of intellect, by increase of knowledge, 
by greater purity of heart? It is not pretended; and, 
if it were, facts contradict it, as all history testifies : 
the ecclesiastic who is ignorant or impure’ before ordi- 
nation, is just.as much so afterwards. Do the parties 
themselves profess to be conscious of receiving the 
gift? No. Is the conveyance made evident to us by 
any proof which certifies any fact whatsoever — by 
sense, experience, or consciousness? It is not affirmed. 
In a word, it appears to be a nonentity inscribed with 
a very formidable name—a very substantial shadow; 
and dispute respecting it appears about as hopeful as 
that concerning the ‘indelible character’ imparted in 
the unreiterable sacraments of the Romish Church; of 
which Campbell archly says — ‘ As to the wbz of the 
character, there was no less variety of sentiments — 
some placing it in the essence of the soul, others in the 
understanding ; some in the will, and others more 
plausibly in the imagination; others even in the hands 
and tongue; but, by the general voice, the body was 
excluded. So that the whole of what they agreed in 
amounts to this, that in the unreiterable sacraments, 
as they call them, something, they know not what, is 
imprinted, they know not how, on something in the 
soul of the recipient, they know not where, which 
never can be deleted.’ 

Again ; who can certify that this gift has been in- 
corruptibly transmitted through the impurities, here- 
sies, and ignorance of the dark ages? Is there nothing 
that can invalidate Orders? ‘Yes,’ say some of these 
men, ‘error in fundamentals will.’ Others affirm if 

Cc 
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will not; but still, with that superstitious reverence 
for forms which ever attends neglect of the substance, 
declare that Orders may be invalidated ‘if the for- 
malities of consecration have not been duly observed!’ 
Either answer will serve the purpose. If error in 
essentials is sufficient to invalidate Orders, we ask — 
had the Romish Church so erred when you separated 
from her? If she had, her own Orders were invalid, 
and she could not transmit yours. If she had not, 
then — as you all affirm that nothing but heresy in 
fundamentals can justify separation, — you are schis- 
matics, and your own Orders are invalid. 

What may be the conditions on which the validity 
of Orders depends, or whether any thing can annul 
them * except some informality in ordination itself, 
our Anglican friends are very reluctant to state. 
That they do not insist on all those conditions of the 
Romish Church which made Chillingworth say, that, 
‘of a hundred seeming priests,’ it was doubtful whether 
there ‘was one true one,’ is certain; and it is equally 
certain that they are discreet in adopting such a 
course. ‘The Fathers, indeed, often insist upon purity 
of life and integrity of doctrine as necessary to authen- 
ticate the claims of a successor of the Apostles; but 
it would not be convenient, with the ecclesiastical 
history of the middle ages spread out before us, to 
insist strongly on any such requisites; it being certain 
that in those ages there has been no lack of simonia- 
cal, atheistical, and profligate prelates; and if simony, 


* Mr. Gladstone thinks of little but the forms. He says, 
‘Again, with respect to the darkness of the middle ages, I 
apprehend that the high and even superstitious reverence then 
paid to the office of the priesthood, tells positively and most 
strongly in favour of the succession, because it thus becomes so 
much the more highly improbable that forms so sacred should 
have been neglected, that unauthorised intrusion should have 
been either permitted or attempted.’— Gladstone on Church 
Principles, chap. v. p. 236. 

See Tracts, No. 15. pp. 9, 10,11., for some curious statements 
on this subject. 
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atheism, and profligacy will not annul ‘holy orders,’ 
truly we know not what will. The majority, there- 
fore, seem to have determined that there is hardly any 
amount of doctrinal pravity, or practical licentious- 
ness, which could repel the indwelling spirit of holi- 
ness — though, incomprehensible dogma! an error in 
the form of consecration may! Beitso. The chances 
are still infinite that there have not been flaws some- 
where or other in the long chain of the succession ; 
and though these may be few, yet as no one knows 
where the fatal breach may be, it is sufficient to spread 
universal panic through the whole Church. What 
bishop can be sure that he and his predecessors in the 
same line have always been duly consecrated? or what 
presbyter, that he was ordained by a bishop who had 
a right to ordain him? Who will undertake to trace 
up his spiritual pedigree unbroken to the very age of 
the Apostles, or give us a complete catalogue of his 
spiritual ancestry ? 

We can imagine the perplexity of a presbyter thus 
cast in doubt as to whether or not he has ever had the 
invaluable ‘ gift’ of Apostolical Succession conferred 
upon him. As that ‘gift’ is neither tangible nor 
visible, the subject neither of experience nor con- 
sciousness ; — as it cannot be known by any < effects’ 
produced by it, (for that mysterious efficacy which 
attends the administration of rites at its possessor’s 
hands, is, like the gift which qualifies him to ad- 
minister them, also invisible and intangible,)— he 
may imagine, unhappy man! that he has been ‘re- 
generating’ infants by baptism, when he has been 
simply sprinkling them with water. ‘ What is the 
matter?’ the spectator of his distractions might 
ask. ‘ What have you lost?’ ‘ Lost!’ would be the 
reply. ‘I fear I have lost my apostolical succession ; 
or rather, my misery is that I do not know and can- 
not tell whether I ever had it to lose!’ It is of no 
avail here to suggest the usual questions, ‘ When did 
you see it last? When were you last conscious oi 

Gra 
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possessing it?” What a peculiar property is that of 
which, though so invaluable— nay, on which the 
whole efficacy of the Christian ministry depends — a 
man has no positive evidence to show whether he ever 
had it or not! which, if ever conferred, was conferred 
without his knowledge ; and which, if it could be taken 
away, would still leave him ignorant, not only when, 
where, and how the theft was committed, but whether 
it had ever been committed or not! The sympathising 
friend might, probably, remind him, that as he was 
not sure he had ever had it, so, perhaps, he still had 
it without knowing it? ‘Perhaps!’ he would reply ; 
‘but it is certainty I want.’ ‘ Well,’ it might be said, 
‘Mr. Gladstone assures you, that, on the most moderate 
computation, your chances are as 8000 to 1 that you 
have it!’ ‘ Pish!’ the distracted man would ex- 
claim, ‘ What does Mr. Gladstone know about the 
matter?’ And, truly, to that query we know not 
well what answer the friend could make. 

It is true, however, that Mr. Gladstone, in his 
‘Church Principles,’ proposes to remove any such 
perilous doubts as may arise from the historic difficul- 
ties against the doctrine of Succession *, by nothing 
less than mathematical evidence! It is a novelty to 
find him or any man reasoning on such a subject ; and 
mathematical accuracy is indeed more than we looked 
for. But it isa perversion of language, and an insult 
to the human understanding, to talk of mathematical 
evidence in such a question. ‘Though mathematical 
in form, the argument, treating it seriously and 
decorously, yields but a probable conclusion, while 
certainty is what is required ; and even for that pro- 
bability, the data are all to be assumed. By a novel 
application of the theory of ratios and proportion, he 
endeavours to show that, on the least favourable com- 
putation, the chances for the true consecration of any 


* The subject is treated with admirable power in the essay of 
Mr. Macaulay on Mr. Gladstone’s work, previously referred to. 
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bishop are as 8000 to 1. ‘If it be admitted,’ says he, 
‘that regular consecration was the general practice, 
but only insinuated that there may have been here 
and there an exception through neglect, say, for ex- 
ample, 1 in 500 —for argument’s sake let us grant 
so much; upon this showing, the chances for the 
validity of the consecration of every one of the three 
officiating bishops in a given case are, :: 500: 1. 
For the validity of those of two out of the three. 
:: 500 x 500 = (sic) 25,000: 1. For the validity of 
some one out of the three, :: 500 x 25,000 = 12,500,000 
: 1. If, however, this be not enough, let us pursue 
the numerical argument one step farther, and, instead 
of taking the original chances at 1 in 500, let us re- 
duce them lower than perhaps any adversary would 
demand; let us place them at 1 in 20. On this ex- 
travagant allowance the chances in favour of the 
validity of the consecration of a bishop who receives 
his commission from three of the order, are only 
20. x 20 x 20=8000: 1.’*. Be it so: this only di- 
minishes the probability that, in any given case, the 
suspicion of invalidity is well founded ; —it still leaves 
the proposition untouched, that there is a probability 
that such invalidity exists, and, as no one knows 
where, the panic is not allayed. What is wanted, is 
a criterion which shall distinguish the genwine Orders 
from the spurious. Alas! who knows but he may be 
the unhappy 8000th? According to Mr. Gladstone’s 
theory, limited as his view is to only one possible 
cause of invalidation of Orders, no man in the Church 
of England has a right to say that he is ‘ commissioned 
to preach the gospel,’ but only that he has 7329 parts 
of certainty that he is! A felicitous mode of expres- 
sion it must be confessed. What would be the fraction 
expressing the ratio of probability on the supposition 
that simony, heresy, or infidelity can invalidate holy 
orders, is — considering the history of the middle 


* Gladstone on Church Principles, chap. v. pp. 235, 236. 
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ages — far beyond our arithmetic. We are happy to 
believe that neither episcopal nor any other ministers 
of Christ depend on any such precarious proofs of 
their commission to warrant them to perform the 
functions of their office. 

But the difficulties of this strange doctrine do not 
end here. It is asked, How a man, who is no true 
Christian, can be a true Christian minister? How he, 
who is not even a disciple of Christ, can be a genuine 
successor of the Apostles? Whether it be not impious 
to suppose that God has pledged himself to impart, 
by tnevitable necessity, the gift of the ‘Holy Ghost’ 
to an unholy man — merely on the performance of 
external rites, and to qualify him for the performance 
of the functions of a purely moral institute, though 
still morally unfit? We can understand, it may be 
said, how, by the overruling Providence of God, a 
bad man preaching truth may do some good, if the 
hearer (a rare case) has both sense and honesty to 
separate truth from him who propounds it. But if 
he be ignorant of the truth, and preach ‘pernicious 
error,’ (as thousands so ordained have done,) we can- 
not conceive how his preaching can have the effect of 
truth, simply because he is ‘commissioned.’ Yet this, 
no less an authority than Mr. Melville asserts, in 
language as plain as the doctrine itself is incompre- 
hensible.* 


* Mr. Melville (it is really grievous to see such a man giving 
utterance to such paradoxes) expressly affirms, ‘If whensoever 
the minister is himself deficient and untaught, so that his ser- 
mons exhibit a wrong system of doctrine, you will not allow that 
Christ’s Church may be profited by the ordinance of preaching ; 
you clearly argue that Christ has given up his office, and that he 
- can no longer be styled, ‘the Minister of the true Tabernacle :” 
when everything SEEMS against the true followers of Christ, so 
that, on a carnal calculation, you would suppose the services of _ 
the Church stripped of all efficacy, then, by acting faith on the 
head of the ministry, they are instructed and nourished, though, iN 
THE MAIN, the given lesson be FALSEHOOD, and the proferred sus- 
tenance little better than POISON. 
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In like manner, if it be supposed that the sacra- 
ments are only external signs of affecting and mo- 
mentous truths, and that the benefit derived from 
them still depends on the moral and spiritual dispo- 
sitions of the recipient, one can understand that they 
may be beneficial even when he who administers 
them may be a bad man. In both the above cases, 
however, as the effect is a moral one, that effect will 
be proportionably diminished by the conviction of 
the worthlessness of the officiating priest. This 
necessarily results from the laws of our moral nature. 
It is impossible to get the generality of men to revere 
that which their teachers practically despise ; to obey 
precepts rather than imitate example. As all history 
shows, it is impossible long to maintain religion when 
the priest is himself irreligious. But that, by a 
divinely ordained necessity, some preternatural effi- 
cacy, itself certified by no evidence either of sense 
or consciousness, is conveyed through the minister 
merely because he has been episcopally ordained, 
(however wicked or worthless he may be,) and which 
is withheld when that ordination is wanting, (how- 
ever worthy and holy he may be,) who can really 
believe? Nothing but the most express revelation, 
or the most undeniable effects, could attest it. And 
both the one evidence and the other the advocates of 
the dogma are avowedly unable to produce. 

At these, and all other arguments, the supporter of 
the doctrine only shakes his head in awful warning, 
proclaims his horror of ‘rationalistic’ presumption, 
and asserts, that by implicit faith alone can it be 
received. In this we believe him. 

But is it, can it be true that Christians will be 
content to receive these strange conclusions? Are 
they willing to sacrifice, not only their reason, but 
even charity itself, to an absurdity? Powerful as 
are the arguments on all hands against this paradox, 
none is so powerful with us as this. The advocates 
of the Oxford system, when they are destitute of 


@ 
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arguments, (which may be represented as their ordi- 
nary condition,) are fond of appealing to our moral 
feelings ; if we do not know, they tell us we may feel 
the truth of a certain conclusion. Without being, it 
is hoped, in the same miserable destitution of argu- 
ment, we would fearlessly adopt their course on the 
present occasion. We feel that if there were nothing 
else to say, there is no proposition in science more 
certain, than that a dogma which consigns the 
Lutheran, the Scottish, and indeed the whole reformed 
Non-Episcopal clergy to contempt, however holy ; and 
which necessarily authenticates the claims of every 
Episcopal Priest, however unholy — must be utterly 
alien from the spirit of the institute of the New 
Testament. 

2. Equally extravagant are the notions entertained 
by this School on the subject of the Sacraments. 
With them, they are not simply expressive rites, 
symbolical of religious doctrines, and capable of 
awakening religious emotion through the medium of 
the senses and the imagination ;—they are themselves 
the media of a ‘supernatural grace,’— exclusively 
communicated, however, through the episcopally 
ordained minister. This supernatural influence is 
supposed to be conveyed in every case, in which 
secret infidelity or open vice offers no obstruction on 
the part of the subject of the rite. It is supposed to 
be actually conveyed, therefore, in every case of 
infant baptism, (the subject being there incapable of 
offering any obstruction,) and to involve that stu- 
pendous and mysterious change, called in Scripture 
‘regeneration :’ and which surely ought to imply, if 
we consider either the meaning of the term, or the 
nature of the institute, a moral revolution equivalent 
to an absolute subjection to the law of Christianity. 
In the Eucharist, it is supposed that infidelity or 
unworthiness in the recipient may obstruct the ‘pre- 
ternatural grace,’ which nevertheless is, as it were, 
flowing through the priest, and permeating the 
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elements. Such a state of mind may operate as a 
sort of non-conductor to the ethereal and subtle 
influence. Meantime, it is most strange that this 
‘preternatural grace,’ which is represented as so 
scrupulous, has no objection to reside with the priest, 
and act in, and by him, even though he should be, 
morally, ten thousand times worse than those to whom 
the rite is administered ! 

It is not denied that the doctrine of ‘baptismal 
regeneration’ is held by many men who are far from 
approving of the Oxford movement. With the 
peculiar, yet, we must be permitted to think, con- 
sistent audacity of the new School, its advocates have 
carried it out to its uttermost extravagance. 

It probably will not be doing injustice to the gene- 
rality of the disciples of this School, (though they do 
not conceal that there are some differences,) if we 
further state, that their sentiments on the subject of 
the Sacraments are pretty generally represented by 
those of Dr. Pusey and Mr. Newman. ‘The former 
contends that not only is the mysterious change called 
‘regeneration, effected in every case of baptism 
rightly administered; but that there is no certain 
hope of the pardon of sin wilfully committed after 
it *; and that he who has once so sinned, must live 
in perpetual and trembling doubt of his final safety. 
If so, one would think, that as Scripture assuredly 
has no express command on the subject, these theolo- 
gians would be disposed to postpone the rite of 
baptism to a late period; instead of administering 


* «The Church,’ he says, ‘ has no second baptism to give, and 
so she cannot pronounce him (who sins after baptism) altogether 
free from his past sins. There are but two periods of absolute 
cleansing, baptism and the day of judgment.’ — Letter to the 
Bishop of Ozford, p. 93. 4th edition. 

If, ‘after having been washed once for all in Christ’s blood, 
we again sin, there is no more such complete absolution in this 
life —no restoration to the same state of undisturbed security 
in which God had by baptism placed us.’—See also Tract, 
No. 80. p. 46. 
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it to those who as yet have no sins to repent of, and 
leaving them to sin (as they assuredly will) with the 
melancholy thought that the only plenary antidote 
was improvidently wasted before they were permitted 
to have a voice in the matter. One cannot wonder, 
that if this doctrine be true, thousands in the much 
admired Church of the age of Chrysostom and 
Ambrose, should have thriftily put off the perform- 
ance of this wonder-working rite to the very last 
extremity. Only think of the system. A child is 
baptized when a few days old; he commits a mortal 
sin when he is (say) sixteen years of age; he lives to 
ninety ; and with the New Testament and its number- 
less promises in his hand, he is to spend nearly eighty 
years in perplexity and anguish, and die in doubt at 
last, though truly penitent, devout, and consistent — 
because somebody applied the baptismal water before 
he had any voice in the proceeding! But further, as 
all have committed sin after baptism, all are in the 
same predicament, and can entertain but a trembling ~ 
hope of heaven! Can Christian men and women 
believe this hideous system to belong to that Gospel, 
the very meaning of which is ‘glad tidings.’ 

The difficulties of this subject have constrained 
Dr. Pusey to make the convenient Romish distinction 
between venial and mortal sins; although in the case 
of those who have committed ‘ mortal’ sin after bap- 
tism he has not been able to hit upon a method half 
so sure and satisfactory as the ‘ penances’ and ‘indul- 
gences’ of Rome. In fact, Dr. Pusey does not see his 
way clear to any remedy. The doubt and the anguish, 
he tells us, are part of ‘the bitterness of the ancient 
medicine.’ * 


* ‘What the distinction between lesser and greater, venial and 
mortal sins ? or if mortal sins be “ sins against the decalogue,” as 
St. Augustine says, are they only the highest degrees of those 
sins, or are they the lower also? This question, as it is a very 
distressing one, I would gladly answer if I could or dared. But as 
with regard to the sin against the Holy Ghost, so here, also, 
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Again; with their peculiar views of the exclusive 
prerogatives of the episcopally ordained priest, our 
Oxford friends deny the validity of all baptism but 
his; and in defiance of the law of their own Church, 
and of decency, charity, and common sense, often 
refuse to inter an infant who has not passed under 
their own process of regeneration. The consequence 
is, that they throw doubt (and many of them do not 
scruple to avow it) on the final state of the myriads 
of unbaptised infants.* Whether they are, as some 
of the Fathers believed, neither happy nor miserable 
—consigned to a state of joyless apathy, or con- 
demned to eternal suffering — we are all, it seems, in 
the dark. We may hope the best, but that is all the 
comfort that can be given us. To a Christian con- 
templating this world of sorrow, it has ever been one 
of the most delightful sources of consolation, that the 
decree which involved even infancy in the sentence 
of death, has converted a great part of the primeval 
curse into a blessing, and has peopled heaven with 
myriads of immortals who, after one brief pang of 
unremembered suffering, have laid down for ever the 
burdens of humanity. It has been the dear belief of 
the Christian mother, that the provisions of the great 


Scripture is silent. I certainly, much as I have laboured, have 
not yet been able to decide any thing. Perhaps it is therefore 
concealed, lest man’s anxiety to hold onward to the avoiding of 
all sin should wax cold. But now, since the degree of venial 
iniquity, [what is venial iniquity?] if persevered in, is unknown, 
the eagerness to make progress by more instant continuance in 
prayer is quickened, and the carefulness to make holy friends of 
the mammon of unrighteousness is not despised.’ — Pusey, cited 
by M‘llvaine. See also Letter to Bishop of Oxford, p. 83. 4th 
edition. 

* «But I will rather suggest the consideration of the vastness 
of the power claimed by the Church —a power which places it 
almost on a level with God himself — the power of forgiving sins 
by wiping them out in baptism — of transferring souls from hell 
to heaven, without admitting a doubt of it, as when “ baptized 
infants,” it is said, “dying before they commit actual sin, are 
undoubtedly saved.”’ — Sewell’s Christian Morals, p. 247. 
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spiritual economy are extended to the infant whom 
she brought forth in sorrow, and whom she committed 
to the dust with a sorrow still deeper; that he will 
assuredly welcome her at the gates of Paradise, ar- 
rayed in celestial beauty, and radiant with a cherub’s 
smile. But all these gloriously sustaining hopes 
must be overcast in order to keep the mystical power 
of ‘regeneration’ exclusively in the hands of the 
Episcopal Clergy. All charity, all decency, all hu- 
manity, as well as common sense, are to be outraged, 
rather than that the power of conferring some incon- 
ceivable ‘ nonentity’ should be abandoned. 

As to the Eucharist; if the doctrine of the Oxford 
School, especially according to the latest ‘ develop- 
ment,’ be any thing less mysterious or more intel- 
ligible than the Romish doctrine of Transubstan- 
tiation, we confess our inability to perceive it. That 
there is some great ineffable change wrought by the 
formulas of consecration, we are expressly told, but 
what, is not explained. * 


* See Mr. Newman on Art. XX VIII., Number Ninety. 

‘ As regards the Holy Communion,’ says even Mr. Gladstone, 
‘our Church ... does not feel that the solemn words of the 
institution of the Eucharist are adequately, that is, scripturally, 
represented by any explanation which resolves them into mere 
Jigure; and she fears lest the faithful be thus defrauded of their 
consolation, and of their spiritual food.’ — Gladstone’s Church 
Principles, p. 161. 

Again —‘ There is no one passage in the New Testament 
which alludes to the Eucharist at all, which is otherwise than 
most naturally consistent (to say the least) with the idea of its 
mysterious and miraculous character.’— British Critic, July 
1842, p. 73. 

Again —‘ What is the meaning of the popular phrase, “the 
age of miracles?” Is there all the difference, or, indeed, any 
thing more than the difference, between things seen and unseen 
(a difference worth nothing in faith’s estimate) — between healing 
the sick and converting the soul — raising man’s natural body 
and raising him in baptism from the death of sin? Is the wonder 
wrought at the marriage of Cana a miracle, and the change which 
the holy elements undergo, as consecrated by the priest, and received 
by the faithful, no miracle, simply because the one was percep- 
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On the alleged mysterious efficacy attending the 
administration of the Sacraments at the hand of the 
privileged priesthood (what their personal character 
is, it appears, little matters), similar observations may 
be made as upon the mysterious ‘gift’ handed down 
in ordination from hand to hand. What is it? Is 
it anything which can be distinguished from a non- 
entity, — seeing that it is not cognisable by sense, 
consciousness, or experience? ‘lake baptismal rege- 
neration, for example. What is imparted —what ef- 
fected? If any change be produced, it surely ought 
to be stupendous, in order to justify the application 
of such a term; and it surely ought to be moral, for 
moral excellence is the design of the whole institute. 
Yet we look in vain for any such effects, or rather 
for any effects at all. Millions of the infants thus 
annually regenerated, present in all respects just the 
very same qualities — physical and moral—with those 
who have not been subjected to the process. Visibly 
do they grow up, neither wiser, nor holier, nor better 
than the less fortunate infant who has been subjected 
to the unavailing baptism of the Presbyterian mi- 
nister, or to no baptism at all. Here an amazing 
spiritual revolution, to describe which metaphor and 
hyperbole are exhausted, is supposed to be effected, 
which yet leaves absolutely no traces behind it— 
whether physical or moral. Nothing less than Om- 
nipotence is introduced to effect that, of which, when 
effected, we have not the slightest evidence that it 
has been effected! 


tible to the natural eye, while the other is discerned by the 
spiritual alone ?’ — British Critic, vol. xxvii. pp. 259, 260. 

This transcends all. We always thought that the very essence 
of a miracle consisted in its appealing to the senses of those in 
whose presence it is wrought. ‘It 7s wrought in their presence,’ 
virtually says this writer, ‘and is as wonderful a miracle as 
raising the dead, only you cannot see it—a difference worth 
nothing in faith’s estimate.’ For similar doctrine, see Tract 
85. p. 95. 
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Such mysteries as these, if received at all, must be 
received just in the same manner, and for similar 
reasons, with the doctrine of Transubstantiation ; and 
we cannot wonder that those who have no scruple in 
receiving the one, should adopt views indefinitely 
near the other. In both cases we are called upon to 
believe that a stupendous change has, in millions of 
instances, been effected, without any evidence that 
there has been any, or rather, with all the evidence 
that our nature is susceptible of, that there has been 
none. In Transubstantiation, we are commanded to 
believe that a great physical change has been wrought, 
of which our senses give us no information; and, in 
baptismal regeneration, that a great spiritual change 
has been wrought, of which both consciousness and 
experience give us just as little. 

But as was said of Apostolical Succession, so we 
may say of the ‘sacramental doctrine’ connected with 
it, that no mere arguments can be more conclusive 
against it, than the feeling that it shocks the whole 
spirit of the Christian institute. 

3. But perhaps this consciousness is more strongly 
felt in relation to the views held by this School re- 
specting the Church, than in relation to any other 
subject. According to these men, the Church of 
Christ is VISIBLE and ONE; and as the Church can 
exist only where ‘the gospel is truly preached, and 
its ordinances are duly administered,’ while these are 
exclusively and inseparably connected with an epis- 
copally ordained clergy ; they deny the name and pri- 
vileges of the Church to every community in which 
such a ministry is not found, and as freely concede 
them wherever it is.* Apparently, scarcely any pra- 


* «Do not we hover about our ancient home, the home of Cy- 
prian and Athanasius, without the heart to take up our abode in 
it, yet afraid to quit the sight of it ; boasting of our episcopacy, 
yet unwilling to condemn separatism ; claiming a descent from 
the Apostles, yet doubting of the gifts attending it ; and trying 
to extend the limits of the Church for the admission of Wesleyans 
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vity of doctrine, or any flagitiousness of practice, is 
sufficient to annul this title where these channels of 
preternatural grace are found—~o purity of doctrine, 
no blamelessness of conduct, can justify its appli- 
cation to a community in which they are not found. 
But as this Church is also maintained to be visibly 
ONE, it might be supposed an insuperable objection 
that the Romish, Greek, and English Churches— 
which are acknowledged to be ‘branches’ of the true 
Church, but which all exist in a state of professed 
separation from one another, nay, which have reci- 
procally anathematised one another —must be proved 
to be one. One would imagine that uniITY in any 
community, must imply unity of government and 
jurisdiction, inter-communion of its members, or, at 
the very least, perfectly friendly relations between 
its several ‘branches.’ And so Mr. Gladstone seems 
at first to admit; but he afterwards discovers, when 
it is convenient to discover it, that union in the 
Church by no means requires, as one of its essential 
conditions, ‘the consciousness (?) and actual or pos- 
sible communication of the persons united.’ 

It would sadly perplex any ordinary understanding 
to comprehend how communities can be one, which 
are not only hostile, but mutually excommunicate. 
If unity may still be preserved in such a case, it would 
really seem that there might be devised some reason- 
able way in which Episcopalians and Presbyterians 
might be regarded as ove. An unsophisticated mind 


and Presbyterians, while we profess to be exclusively primitive ? 
Alas! is not this to witness against ourselves like coward sinners, 
who hope to serve the world without giving up God’s service ?’ 
— ‘Whatever be our private differences with the Roman Ca- 
tholics, we may join with them in condemning Socinians, Bap- 
tists, Independents, Quakers, and the like. But God forbid that 
we should ally ourselves with the offspring of heresy and schism, 
in our contest with any branches of the Holy Church which 
maintain the foundation, whatever may be their incidental corrup- 
tions !? — Oxford Tracts, vol. ii.; Records of the Church, No. 
XXv. pp, 3. 8, 9. 


32 ANGLICANISM 3 OR, 


would imagine, that if unity is not impossible amongst 
those who respectively acknowledge the Thirty-nine 
Articles and the Tridentine Decrees, it should be not 
altogether impossible for those who acknowledge the 
Thirty-nine Articles and the Confession of Faith, to 
find one Church large enough to hold both. But 
such a man would only show his ignorance of theo- 
logy. The terms of communion must be wide enough 
to embrace the whole Churches of Greece and Rome, 
for they have the Apostolical Succession; but not a 
single Lutheran or Presbyterian community, for they 
have it not. . 

Hence the fraternal yearnings of our Anglicans 
towards the Greek and Romish Churches. Hence the 
language recently quoted, ‘that it is evident, at first 
sight, that there is much grace, and many high gifts’ 
in each of these communions — hence the declaration, 
equally arrogant and insulting, cited in the preceding 
note from the Oxford Tracts — hence the lamentations 
over the Reformation as an untoward event, and all 
but ‘a fearful judgment’ *—hence the eagerness of 
this school to show, though at the peril of exposing 
their own Church to the charge of having been guilty 
of a detestable schism, that the differences betjveen 
England and Rome are far from being so momentous 
as those between Anglicans and.other Protestants — 
hence it is that we see them stretching themselves 
half over the gulf which separates them from Popery, 
to the infinite hazard of toppling into it, for the pur- 
pose of touching only the tips of the fingers cf their 
new friends and allies. But it will not do; as long 


* British Critic, No. 59. p. 1.—‘ We trust, of course, that 
active and visible union with the see of Rome is not of the 
essence of a church ; at the same time we are deeply conscious 
that in lacking it, far from asserting a right, we forego a great 
privilege. Rome has imperishable claims on our gratitude, and, 
were it so ordered, on our deference . . . . for her sins, and our 
own, we are estranged from her in presence, not in heart,’ — 
Ibid. p. 3. 
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as the separation itself is continued, their arguments 
will all be futile. Either that separation was justi- 
fiable or not; if it was, then are the Churches of 
Rome and England two communities, not one — and 
Rome heretical; if not, still they are two commu- 
nities, and not one—and that of England schis- 
matical. If the latter be the fact, let those who main- 
tain these views act like men of sense and honour — 
return to the bosom of the Romish Church, and not 
only subscribe, but carry out the following declara- 
tion of the editors of the ‘ Ecclesiastical Almanack ’ 
for the present year: ‘it is by the constant action of 
this principle, as upon our theological opinions, so 
upon our RITUAL and CEREMONIAL, and indeed upon 
every branch of our religious life, that we may hope 
to prepare ourselves for that won for which we sigh, 
and which we are so far privileged as to be permitted 
to hope for, and even to begin to look forward to. 
For TH1s who would not pray and labour as for an 
end, before which all other objects of desire sink into 
infinite insignificance? For these poor pages, at 
least, the motto has long been chosen, and must be 
year by year repeated. God grant it may ever be its 
sole alm TO HASTEN THAT UNION, AND RENDER OUR- 
SELVES WORTHY OF ENTERING INTO IT.’ * 
Meantime, is it not wonderful that those who are 
_astute encugh to discover that the Romish, Greek, 
and English Churches all form constituent parts of 
One Visible Church, merely in virtue of holding 
Apostolic Succession and kindred Church principles, 
should not recoil at the bigotry of unehurching all 
the Reformed Churches of the Continent, the Church 
of Scotland, and the communities of dissenting Pro- 
testants? But here, again, the Oxford men are but 
carrying out their views consistently, however ab- 
surdly. The Bishop of London, indeed, naturally 
shocked at the uncharitableness of the above views, 


* Ecclesiastical Almanack, 1843, p. 5. 
D 
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has, in his ‘Three Sermons on the Church,’ entered 
his protest against them. We only regret that he has 
protested on principles which, whatever respect we 
are constrained to feel for his charity, leave us little 
room to congratulate him either on his consistency | 
or his logic. It is hopeless to contend against the 
Oxford men on the principles which his lordship has 
laid down. He does not escape from one of the real 
difficulties in which the hypothesis of Church prin- 
ciples involves him, and is, in effect, equally un- 
charitable. For how does this prelate argue? He 
affirms that ordinarily, Episcopacy and an episcopaily 
ordained ministry are essential to the constitution of 
a true Church; but hesitating at the thought of con- 
signing all the foreign Reformed Churches to ‘ the 
uncovenanted mercies of God,’ as no part of the true 
Church of Christ, he frames for them a special ex- 
ception, on the ground that their endividual members 
have no choice (there being no Episcopal Church to 
which they can join themselves); while he consigns 
the Dissenting communities at home to the said 
‘uncovenanted mercies,’ or to no mercies at all (as 
the ease may be), because it is their duty to join the 
Church of England. How they can do so, if they 
conscientiously believe they ought not; and whether 
his lordship, in saying they can and ought, be not 
constituting himself a judge of conscience, it may be 
wise in him to consider. But let that pass. It is 
plain, that on his lordship’s principles the foreign Re- 
formed Churches are no true Churches; for though 
it is true that tndividual members of those Churches 
may not have had an opportunity of availing them- 
selves of the inestimable advantages of ‘ Apostolical 
Succession ;” the Churches themselves (of which, and. 
of which alone, his lordship is professedly speaking), 
considered as entire communities, have had the oppor- 
tunity any time within the last three centuries. They 
are, therefore, as communities, no true Churches, 
however charitably his lordship may be supposed ‘ to 
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hope’ respecting individual members. But we will 
further try his lordship’s test by an additional instance, 
which he has done wisely to keep out of sight, although 
it lay at his very door. We ask, ‘Is the Church of 
Scotland a true Church?’ If his lordship answer in 
the affirmative, it must be for some reason: it cannot 
be because she embraces Episcopacy, for she repu- 
diates it; it cannot be because she could not have ef- 
fected reunion with the Episcopal Church, had she 
been so pleased ; — nay, she has not only had Episco- 
pacy offered, but thrust upon her, and has, we must 
suppose, deeply sinned in wilfully rejecting it. — It 
can then only be on the ground of her being ‘estab- 
lished.’ But then a totally different criterion of a 
true Church is at once admitted; will his lordship 
affirm that every Church established is a true Church ? 
If, on the other hand, he says that the Scottish Church 
is mot a true Church, then, for aught we can see, he 
may just as well go the whole length of the censured, 
but more consistent, theologians of Oxford. We will 
submit another case to his lordship, still nearer home. 
Let us cross the Irish Channel. Is the Romish Church 
there a true Church, and entitled to the allegiance of 
the people ? —If not, it appears that it is possible 
that the criterion of an episcopal ministry may fail ; 
if it be, then it is at least as much entitled to a right- 
ful obedience as the Anglican Church. If his lord- 
ship says, No, because it is not established, he again 
introduces a criterion of a true Church inconsistent 
with his theory. Such are the inconsistencies in 
which this able prelate is involved. We thank him 
for his charity ; but we cannot be content to hood- 
wink ourselves to palpable absurdities and inconsis- 
tencies, even in order to be charitable; and can only 
regret that he did not find out ‘a more excellent way’ 
of rebuking that bigotry at which he is naturally 
shocked, and which, we once more say, is a stronger 
argument against the errors of the Oxford School 
than any, or all besides. God forbid that we should 
D2 : 
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deny the member of any community — Episcopalian, 
Presbyterian, or Independent, who holds the essential 
doctrines of Christianity, and is manifestly animated 
by its spirit— to be a member of the true Church! 
We feel that whom we dare not deny to be a ‘ Chris- 
tian,’ we dare not deny to be a member of Christ’s 
Church. We feel that the saying of Robert Hall 
commends itself at once to common sense, to the 
highest reason, and to the noblest instincts of our 
moral nature — ‘He who is good enough for CHRIST, 
is good enough for me.’ 

Views so extraordinary as those on which we have 
commented,—so unsupported by reason and so de- 
structive of charity — ought surely to be authenti- 
cated by the clearest utterances of revelation. .Even 
then it may perhaps be said, that their reception 
would present more formidable difficulties than ever 
yet troubled an infidel; but, strange to say, it is ad- 
mitted by their very advocates, that one of the 
greatest objections to these doctrines is the prima 
facie evidence of Scripture against them; that they 
are not at all events on the surface, nor explicitly 
stated, but are to be developed out of mysterious hints 
and ambiguous whispers.* Further, the very teats 
on which this School exhaust every art of exegetical 
torture to make them speak their mind, sound, when 
thus interpreted, so constrained and frigid, that they 
acknowledge, again and again, that these doctrines 
cannot be established by Scripture alone; and they 
therefore discreetly call in the authoritative voice of 
‘TRADITION. 

4, It is, then, a further dogma of this School, that 
the Scriptures are not the sole, or a perfect rule of 
faith ; that they are to be supplemented by tradition ; 
that they furnish at best but the germ of an imper- 
fectly developed Christianity — which is to be found 
full blown and perfect somewhere, (no one can tell 


* No. 85. passim. 
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where,) in the third, or fourth, or fifth, or sixth cen- 
tury, or some century still later; and that the Fathers 
have much to tell us of undoubted apostolical autho- 
rity, which the Apostles themselves have failed to tell. 

Infinite are the disputes to which such a theory in- 
stantly gives rise. In essence and principle it in no- 
wise differs from that of Rome, (for it affirms both a 
written and an unwritten word ;) it differs only in the 
pleasant and gratuitously perplexing addition, that it 
is impossible to assign the period within which the 
circle of Catholic verities may be supposed complete — 
the period when the slowly-matured Church-system 
became ripe, but had not yet become rotten. The 
unity of faith which is thus sought, is farther off than 
ever; for the materials of discord are enlarged a 
thousand-fold. 

1. There is the dispute as to whether there be any 
such authoritative rule of faith at all; and this alone 
promises to be an endless controversy. 

2. Even if the possible existence of such a rule 
were admitted, the uncertainty in its application 
would preclude the possibility of its being of any use; 
at least it would occasion (as it ever has done) far 
more controversies than it has silenced. 

3. Even if men in general are told that they need 
not inquire for themselves, but just receive what their 
‘authorised guides’ choose to tell them, private judg- 
ment is still pressed with insuperable difficulties ; for, 
alas! we find that the ‘authorised guides’ themselves, 
in the exercise of their private judgment, have arrived 
at very different conclusions as to what is Catholic 
verity, and what is not. It is very easy for Mr. New- 
man to talk in magniloquent phrase of that much 
abused abstraction, the ‘Church ;’ and to represent 
his system of ‘Church principles’ as one and complete 
in every age. But when we inquire which is that 
Church, what are the doctrines it has delivered as the 
complete circle of verity, and who are its genuine in- 
terpreters, we then find those whom these authorised 
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guides proclaim equally authorised, at endless vari- 
ance ; — Romanists, Greeks, and Anglicans, differing 
in judgment from each other, and from themselves. In 
a word, we find the ‘Church’ is just Mr. Newman or 
Dr. Pusey — not unbecomingly disguised in the habili- 
ments of a somewhat antiquated lady, and uttering 
their ‘ private judgments ’ as veritable oracles. What 
can one of these ‘ guides’ say to ‘a brother guide,’ who 
declares, ‘I adopt your principles, and it appears to 
me and many others, that on the same grounds on 
which you contend for the Apostolical Succession— 
that is, on the authority of the ancient Church— I 
must contend for the celibacy of the clergy?’ Or to 
another who declares, ‘On our common principles I 
think there is good reason to admit the invocation of 
saints, the worship of images, the doctrine of the effi- 
cacy of holy relics, the monastic institute, to be of 
apostolical origin?’ Or to another, ‘It appears to me 
that the doctrine of purgatory is but a development of 
the doctrine which justifies prayers for the dead ?’ 
Or to another, ‘You will not go beyond such and 
such a century in determining your Catholic ortho- 
doxy: I think the limit ought to be fixed a century 
later, or two centuries, or three?’ What can he re- 
ply? Hemay perhaps say, ‘We can show when your 
doctrines came in. ‘Ah!’ his dissatistied brother 
replies, ‘so it appears to you; but it appears to me, 
that on the same principles another person may show 
when your favourite doctrines came in; for I do no- 
thing more than adopt your principles of “ expansion ” 
and “ development ” — of improving “ hints,” of har- 
monising apparent contradictions, and so on; andm 
doctrines are thus brought out as clearly as those for 
which you contend. There is no greater apparent 
discrepancy between my favourite doctrine and those 
of the Fathers of the third century, than there is be- 
tween those you extract from the Fathers of the third 
century and the Scriptures.’ ‘ But we decide other- 
wise. ‘But who are we ?’ is the instant and scorn- 
ful reply. 
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Such is, in fact, the inevitable course which the 
controversy is taking ; till at last thousands of Angli- 
cans are contending for the system of the fourth or 
fifth century, and even there feel that their footing is 
insecure. 

This variety of result is inevitable. 1. The very 
elements from which this Catholic system of theology 
is to be collected, are in a great degree doubtful ; — 
intermixed with forgeries; disfigured by interpola- 
tions, erasures, mutilations; so that it has transcended 
all mortal skill to settle the patristic canon. 2. What 
one man receives as genuine, another rejects as spu- 
rious ; and endless is the controversy as to which is 
right. 38. The works themselves, spurious and ge- 
nuine, are most formidably voluminous; written in 
different languages, and each of them dead. 4. They 
contain much of universally acknowledged error, and 
a pleasing assemblage of obscurities and contradic- 
tions. 5. Some are dark with curious subtleties, and 
others as much disguised by rhetorical exaggerations. 
6. Owing’ to these and other circumstances, it is pos- 
sible for very different controvertists to prove from 
them very different conclusions, and to wage an inter- 
minable war of citations and counter-citations. The 
Romanist brings forward a citation: ‘ You are to con- 
sider the rhetorical mode of reasoning of these vener- 
able men,’ exclaims the Protestant. The Protestant 
countercites: ‘You are not to forget,’ says the Ro- 
manist, ‘that it was said in the heat of controversy, 
when it is so natural to deal in unlimited propositions.’ 
The Romanist is ready with another: ‘ The writing 
is not genuine — most probably a forgery,’ shouts the 
Protestant ; ‘ all critics allow it to have been at least 
grievously interpolated.’ To a fourth it is said, ‘It 
is an interpolation of the Greeks.’ To a fifth, ‘It 
was foisted in by the Latins.’ To a sixth, ‘The pas- 
sage is corrupt; there are five different readings, and 
twice as many renderings.’ To a seventh, ‘It isa 
contradiction only in appearance ; we can easily har- 
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monise the statement.’ To an eighth, ‘Though it be 
only a hint, you are to consider the “ reserve” of the 
early Church.’ To a ninth, ‘True, that passage says 
so, but here is another from the same author, directly 
in the teeth of it:’? and so on for ever.* Such is the 
unity to which the guidance of tradition has ever led, 
and will ever lead us; and of this the present contro- 
versies —the array of books which introduce this 
essay — and the scores of others which might be added 
to them, afford a signal and irrefragable proof. Unity ! 
Babel itself is but a faint image of this ‘ confusion of 
tongues.’ 

But the advocates of tradition profess to have dis- 
covered an unfailing directrix in all difficulties, in the 
far-famed rule of Vincentius Lirinensis — that we are 
to believe what has been delivered EVERY WHERE, AL- 
WAYS, and BY ALL: ‘QUOD SEMPER, QUOD UBIQUE, 
QUOD AB OMNIBUS TRADITUM EST.’ This rule sounds 
plausible, but on examination will be found to involve, 
for reasons already hinted, most complicated difficulties 
in its application ; and is about as serviceable as a cer- 
tain guide-post, which assured the traveller that when 
it was under water, that road was impassable. This, 
however true, would not prevent his being drowned 
before he made the discovery. When we come to 
examine the rule, we find that if we take it without 
limitations, it is a manifest absurdity ; and if we take 
it with all the limitations it requires, it becomes as 
manifest a nullity ;— not to mention that, at the very 
least, it leaves open the question, who is to determine 
what has been thus delivered ‘ always, every where, 
and by all?’—a question not very easy of solution, 


* The Archbishop of Dublin has well illustrated this sub- 
ject :—‘ The mass of Christians are called on to believe and do 
what is essential to Christianity, in implicit reliance on the 
reports of their respective pastors, as to what certain deep theo- 
logical antiquarians have reported to them, respecting the reports 
given by certain ancient Fathers, of the reports current in their 
tames concerning apostolical usages and institutions.’ 
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when we reflect that both Romanists and Anglicans 
profess to receive the rule, and yet reach widely 
different results. 7 
But to consider the rule itself. We will not here 
refine, as some have done, and say that it is ambi- 
guously expressed ; that it may be so interpreted as 
to imply that we are to receive all that has ever been 
delivered for truth; in a word, that we are to believe 
error and truth, heresy and orthodoxy, contradictions 
and paradoxes —such a creed as may well be supposed 
too much for even a Montanist or a Marcionite. We 
will take it for granted that it means, that that only 
is to be received for Catholic verity which has been 
affirmed by all conjointly, at all times, and every 
where. But taken even in this sense, we have, at the 
very outset, a notable instance of what is called rea- 
soning in a circle. For when it is asked —‘Is the 
word “all” to be taken absolutely ?’ The answer is — 
‘By no means.’ ‘ Who are the “all” then?’ Answer 
— ‘ The Orthodox alone.’ ‘And who are the Ortho- 
dox?’ ‘Those who hold what has been delivered by 
“all.”’ This is limitation the first. But now, let us 
suppose this difficulty evaded by some subterfuge, and 
the authorities to which appeal is to be made other- 
wise determined. We proceed to ask then — Does this 
rule mean, that whatever is delivered for truth must 
- be expressly asserted by all whom the advocates of the 
rule itself invest with a vote? Are we, for example, 
to look for the whole circle of affirmed Catholic verities 
in the writings of each of the Apostolical Fathers ? 
‘No,’ must be the reply ; ‘it is sufficient that they do 
not contradict them. Their silence must be supposed 
‘to give consent.’ To this it may be replied, that this 
is at once to abandon the rule, or rather to take for 
granted the very thing to be proved; while we have 
a sufficient explanation of the silence of these earliest 
Fathers in the fact, that it was impossible for them 
to anticipate, and therefore to condemn all the absurd 
innovations and corruptions which after ages would 
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bring in. They were no prophets; Clement could 
not anticipate the vagaries of a Tertullian, nor Poly- 
carp predict those of an Origen; any more than 
Cranmer could have supposed that such a peculiar 
logician as Mr. Newman would, at the distance of 
three centuries, arise to prove that the Articles might 
be explained away. This, then, is limitation the 
second. It is not necessary that all that we are to 
believe should be expressly affirmed by all who are 
included in the circle of authorities; that is, we are 
to believe much which non ab omnibus traditum est. 
But if the supposed argument drawn from their silence 
be of any avail, then let us consider with what 
weapons we are to combat the Romanist, who is con- 
tinually playing off against us this very stratagem. 
Why may not he urge, on behalf of transubstantiation 
(which undoubtedly for many ages could boast the 
ubique et ab omnibus), the same apology for the silence 
or the ambiguous utterances of earlier Fathers, as our 
Anglicans urge for many of those novelties which 
are not to be found in the apostolical Fathers? 
To both or neither is the same course open — to say 
that Christianity was a gradually developed system ; 
that it does not appear in its perfect proportions till 
some ages after the Apostles had gone to their rest; 
and that we are not to wonder that many Catholic 
verities are very slightly noticed, or not at all, in the 
earliest age. Thus these parties, by this pure as- 
sumption, may reciprocally refute each other, but 
mean time, by that very dispute, the boasted rule is 
shown to be a nullity. 

But again ; if we are to believe nothing but what 
is affirmed BY ALL, AT ALL TIMES, EVERY WHERE, then 
any one of those whom the advocates of the rule them- 
selves challenge as orthodox, will do as a standard as 
well as the rest —Clement of Rome, for example. If 
they say, ‘True, but nevertheless there are many 
things which, though he did not assert, he would have 
asserted had he written about them, or thought of it,’ 
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—this is again to abandon the rule, and to substitute 
conjecture for it. If it be said, we presume all be- 
lieved these things, because later writers generally 
testify they did, we again reply, this is to imagine and 
not to prove, and will do as well for the Romanists as 
for you ; for of course each succeeding age will take 
care to authenticate its own corruptions; and, right 
or wrong, vouch for its predecessor. Thus if we may 
believe the Papists, Peter was first Bishop of Rome ; 
and if the Oxford Tractists, prayer for the dead is an 
Apostolical tradition. 

But we come to a third limitation. When we ask 
— ‘But is it true that the dissent on any point, on the 
part of any one of those whom you deem in the main 
orthodox —as Clement of Alexandria, for example — 
is sufficient to invalidate that article?’ The answer 
is — ‘No, certainly ;’ but then what becomes of your 
quod ab omnibus? for there is hardly an article, (if we 
except those great fundamental truths, which we can 
at once extract from the Scriptures without any thanks 
to these worthies,) there is hardly one of the opinions 
which you peculiarly patronise, but is denied by some 
of them. Answer—lIt is not necessary that Catholic 
verity be asserted by all absolutely, but only by the 
‘greater part. Limitation the third ;—set down, 
then, that omnes means the ‘ greater part.’ 

But we have not yet half done with the difficulties 
of the rule: we here come to a curious problem of 
limits. It is said that it is not necessary that each 
article of faith should be admitted by all those who 
are included in the circle of authorities, but only by 
‘the greater part.’ Pray, how much ‘greater’ is this 
‘oreater part’ tobe? Will a bare majority of one, 
or two, or three, or half-a-dozen, or half a score, be 
sufficient ? or if not, of how many? What is to be 
the ratio of suffrages which shall determine ¢hat to be 
Catholic truth, which otherwise would be no truth at 
all? And if the judgments of different men differ as 
to what this ratio ought to be (as they needs must, 
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where there is nothing but caprice to determine them), 
— who is to be the judge as to whose judgment is to 
be received? Even supposing that impossible point 
decided — who is to be the judge as to what opinions 
have or have not the requisite majority of authorities 
to back them? But yet again, if a bare majority, or 
any thing short of unanimity, will be sufficient, are 
you prepared to receive any of those doctrines or 
usages which are sustained by an equal majority, with 
any one of those you enjoin upon our belief? If so, 
this precarious rule will compel you to go much fur- 
ther than you have hitherto gone —if not, you have 
gone much too far. The doctrine of the Millenaries, 
now universally abandoned, and explicitly condemned 
by you; the administration of the Eucharist to in- 
fants; the celibacy of the clergy; the monastic insti- 
tute ; superstitious reverence for relics; the worship 
of the saints; the monkish miracles; and, what would 
be quite as hard for you to digest, the popular election 
of bishops and their voluntary support, can plead as 
large an amount of authority to sustain them, as many 
of those tenets which you enjoin upon us. He who 
wishes to see this subject fully handled may consult 
‘Mr. Isaac Taylor’s able and elaborate work, entitled 
‘ Ancient Christianity,’ on which we shall presently 
offer a few remarks. He plies the Oxford Tractists 
with this argument very fairly, and shows, in our 
judgment conclusively, that they are shut up to one of 
two courses; either to develop their system much fur- 
ther (for which, if we may judge by recent demonstra- 
tions, they are fully prepared), or retrace their steps 
to the principles of the Reformation. 

Once more; as it is a part of the rule that what we 
are to believe must have been not only universally re- 
ceived, but always, that body of truth must have been 
as perfect in the earliest times as the latest; there is, 
therefore, no occasion to go lower than the first age— 
that is, to the Scriptures themselves, and honestly to 
apply the rule to them. That the truth was subse- | 
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quently received by greater numbers, or was more 
widely diffused, is nothing to the purpose, and does 
not affect its integrity. The base of a pyramid may 
be enlarged; but as every section of the pyramid 
parallel to the base, cuts off a precisely similar pyra- 
mid, so if the body of doctrine we are to receive has 
been always the same — it was just the same in the 
apostolic age as in the fifth century, or in our own, 
and we may as well stop there. Thus a perfectly fair 
application of this much vaunted rule issues most un- 
expectedly, but most legitimately, in allowing us to 
defer to the exclusive authority of Scripture; and 
with this fresh limitation we are willing to abide by 
it. The Apostles shall be our omnes, their writings 
our whiqgue, and their age, our semper. ‘ But,’ says 
the Anglican, ‘though it is true that the body of 
truth has always been the same, and is therefore en- 
tire in the Scriptures, it is not on the surface there — 
it is five hundred fathoms deep—it must be deve- 
loped ; they contain but hints which require expan- 
sion.’ In the first place this is begging the very 
question ; and, in the next place, it is just what the 
Romanists tell us, who, adopting the very same rule, 
and using no greater artifice of expansion, ‘expand’ 
the system of the Scriptures into the system of ‘Trent. 

But further still; will these imitators of Rome, in 
borrowing Rome’s own rule, apply it fairly to all ages 
of the Church? Will they take the semper abso- 
lutely ? ‘No, by no means,’ is the reply; ‘for how’ 
should we confute the Romanists, who truly allege 
that during many ages doctrines have been professed, 
universally and by all, which we deny?’ What then, 
we ask, is your semper? Within what limits is always 
to be confined? ‘That question does not admit of an 
answer, says Mr. Newman; ‘we had better not per- 
plex ourselves with it: “the era of purity” cannot 
be determined within less than 400 years; it was not 
“much earlier than the Council of Sardica, A.D. 347, 
nor so late as the second Nicene Council, a. D. 787!”’ 
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What a curious solution of an historical problem, 
which brings us somewhere within 400 years of the 
truth, and leaves the rule of Vincentius of uncertain 
application, within that very period in which the doc- 
trines and practices were developed on which the very 
gist of the controversy depends! However, as limit- 
ation the last, let it be noted that semper means not 
always, as some foolish people imagine; but some time 
between 347 and 787 years. 

Thus the rule which Vincentius Lirinensis has de- 
livered with so much gravity and solemnity, amounts 
to this — that we are religiously to receive all doc- 
trines, which some unknown persons have, in some un- 
determined places, delivered for truth at some uncer- 
tain periods! But the rule becomes yet more fla- 
grantly absurd, as less epigrammatically delivered by 
himself. It then sinks into the most contemptible of 
truisms; for he takes care, as Daillé has remarked, to 
fence his proposition with so many limitations, that if 
they could but be all complied with, he must be an 
infidel indeed who would refuse assent to it. He tells 
us, in his own inimitable style, that ‘he speaks not of 
any authors, but only of such as having piously, wisely, 
and constantly lived, preached, and persevered in the 
Catholic faith and communion, obtained the favour at 
length, either to die faithfully in Christ, or else had 
the happiness of being crowned with martyrdom for 
Christ’s sake ;’ he further adds, ‘that we are to receive 
as undoubtedly true, certain, and definitive, whatso- 
ever all the aforesaid authors, or at least the greater 
part of them, have clearly, frequently, and constantly 
affirmed, with an unanimous consent, receiving, re- 
taining, and delivering it over to others, as it were 
jointly, and making up all of them but one common 
and unanimous council of doctors.’ Whence it ap- 
pears, as Daillé has fully shown, and not without a 
touch of humour unwonted in him, that ‘all that 
Vincentius here promises us is no more than this, that 
we may be sure not to be deceived. provided that we 
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believe no other doctrines save what are holy and 
true. This promise of his is like that which little 
children are wont to make when they tell you that 
you shall never die if you but always eat.’ So that to 
the inquiry —‘ What is the Catholic faith?’ it appears _ 
that we are at liberty to reply that it is the doctrine 
of those who have piously, wisely, and constantly 
lived, preached, and maintained to the death — the 
Catholic faith ; or, at all events, of the greater part 
of such. <A truly cautious conclusion ! 

Nothing can be more ridiculous than the extra- 
vagant claims which our modern lovers of antiquity 
prefer on behalf of the Fathers. It is true that 
Mr. Newman, by way of obviating the argument 
arising from their unspeakable weaknesses and ex- 
travagances, assures us that it is not their individual 
authority, but their concurrent testimony, to any 
point of doctrine and ritual, which sanctions it as 
of apostolical origin. But then, as it is difficult to say 
how far it may be necessary to draw upon these holy 
men, or how far their poor credit will serve to give 
currency to the preposterous doctrines for which 
they are made responsible, it is as well to accredit as 
much even of their more worthless paper as possible. 
If there be a concurrence of a majority, their autho- 
rity is then infallible; if only of a considerable 
number, the most egregious puerility ceases to be 
such ; while the opinion only of one, though it may 
appear downright craziness to common sense, is, it 
seems, to be treated with silent veneration. Through- 
out the Oxford Tracts, and more especially in Number 
Kighty-nine, (‘On the Mysticism of the Fathers’) a 
besotting and besotted veneration is constantly in- 
culcated towards them.* Many of their most ex- 


* ¢ A devout mind will probably at once acknowledge on which 
side, in the present question, the peril of erring will be greatest. 
The question is like that of the general evidences of religion ; 
a person who would go into it with advantage, should be im- 
bued beforehand with a kind of natural piety, which will cause 
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travagant absurdities are not merely palliated, but 
lauded ;— even their inimitable vagaries in the way 
of allegorical interpretation, are seriously recom- 
mended to our devout attention; and we are told to 
inquire whether we have not lost much by renounc- 
ing the system which led to them. The tone of re- 
verence, which is every where maintained and enjoined, 
is evidently designed to perplex the understanding of 
the ignorant and timid, (an artifice in common use 
with this School,) and to foster the belief that the 
Fathers are too sacred to be dealt with as merely hu- 
man authors. No matter how childish, how ludicrous 
the fancies which provoke cur laughter, these writers 
shake their heads and say, ‘ Beware how you despise 
things that may be sacred.’ * 


him to remember all along, that perhaps when he comes to the 
end of his inquiry, he will find that God was all the while really 
there. — Oxford Tracts, No. 89. p. 5. 

-* After vindicating the patristic system of allegorical and 
mystical interpretation as a system, and fearlessly justifying it in 
some of the most extravagant instances — for example, in those 
absurd fancies in which the Fathers persisted in discovering 
types of the cross and baptism in every mention of wood and 
water in the Old Testament — as in the rods which Jacob stuck 
in the troughs before Laban’s sheep, or the staff with which 
he passed over the river Jordan, or in the ladder which he saw in 
a dream, (on which the Tractist actually makes the following 
‘inconceivably silly remark, ‘ This example is not irrelevant, 
since a ladder is part, so to speak, of the furniture of the cross;’) 
after all this, pursued at great length and with most edifying 
solemnity, the writer makes this frank statement, — ‘ Some exam- 
ples have been given above: examples purposely selected, many 
of them, as the likeliest to startle and scandalise a mere modern 
reader ; and something, it 1s hoped, has been done towards show- 
ing, that, in those cases at least, the Holy Fathers well knew 
what they were about (?); that they proceeded in interpreting 
Scripture on the surest ground — the warrant of Scripture it- 
self in analogous cases.’ — No. 89. p. 40. 

‘ But in order to appreciate rightly the Fathers’ reasoning in 
such places, we ought, of course, to recollect, that its force lies in 
the accumulation of instances. It is not necessary that each 
anecdote, taken by itself, should be a complete type of the evan- 
gelical truth, at which the sum of the whole points: e. g. though 
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The author of the Tract in question is even so 

infatuated as to express his regret that the selections 
from the Fathers, to which the people have been 
occasionally treated, are such as to give the reader a 
too favourable opinion of them; that is, that the 
editors of such selections have exercised some discre- 
tion, and extracted only the better parts of these 
authors. ‘But the very circumstance,’ says he, ‘of 
such selections being made with a view to modern 
prejudices, shows that they can do no more than 
palliate the evil. When a reader passes from speci- 
mens of that kind to the whole body of any Father’s 
writings, he is apt to feel as if he had been unfairly 
dealt with, and is inclined rather to be the more in- 
tolerant of the many things which he is sure to 
meet with, alien to his former tastes and habits of 
thought.’* He proceeds, therefore, to expose more 
freely the (in popular opinion) more questionable 
‘sayings and doings’ of the Fathers; in the hope, no 
doubt, that the public, on becoming familiarised with, 
may be enamoured of them; and this Tract, in which 
so much that is whimsical and delirious in the Fathers 
is not only apologised for, but cited with applause, 
may be considered as a sort of tentative experiment 
—a test of the patience and stupidity of the English 
people. f ‘ 
a person questioned the distinct allusion to any Christian mystery, 
in the account, taken singly of Jacob using rods to influence the 
breed of Laban’s cattle, still it must come in as one among many 
examples, to show how constantly the Almighty employed that 
material, which was to be the instrument of redemption, as a 
conveyance of temporal blessings to his chosen people’ (!!) 

* No. 89. p.8. 

{ ‘It is a subject,’ he says, ‘which scholars in general have, 
perhaps, been apt to treat over lightly, not to say profanely; so 
that, inspeaking of it a person insensibly falls into the apolo- 
getic tone; but the more we really come to know and think of 
it, the more deeply, perhaps, shall we feel, that even that tone is 
inexcusable presumption, compared with what would become us 
in making mention of those who come nearest the Apostles, and 
had, in greatest perfection, the mind of Christ.’ — No, 89, p. 38. 

E 
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We, too, share in the author’s hopes, that the public 
may no longer be restricted to the more ‘select’ por- 
tions of the Fathers; but we differ widely from him 
in our anticipations of the effect of throwing open 
these treasures of an obsolete theology. It may be 
predicted that the plain good sense of the English 
people will immediately resent the attempt to blind 
and delude them; and reject with abhorrence that 
idolatry of the Fathers, to which they are invited to 
degrade themselves. We thank the Oxford divines 
for having projected and partly executed a ‘ Library 
of the Fathers,’ and heartily bid them go on. The 
only thing we fear is, lest they should not give us 
the more glaring specimens of imbecility which the 
patristic literature supplies. If they will not, we 
trust that others will. It will be easy to furnish a 
‘Supplement’ to the ‘Library ;’ and it may be con- 
fidently anticipated that we shall be able to say of 
this appeal to the Fathers, what Chillingworth says 
of a certain argument of his opponent: ‘though it 
may seem to do you great service for the present, yet 
you will repent the time that ever you urged it against 
us. We are convinced that nothing more is needed 
than the indiscriminate exposure of an impartial 
sample of the works of these unparalleled writers to 
the popular gaze, to obliterate that feeling of tradi- 
tional reverence with which they are regarded. The 
drunken Helots never taught the Spartans a more 
wholesome lesson of temperance than the inimitable 
antics of these worthy men would teach the present 
age the folly of deferring to them as our spiritual 
guides; and still more of investing them under any 
conditions with the authority of Scripture. It is im- 
possible, however, to help wondering at the infatua- 
tion implied in thus throwing open to public gaze the’ 
‘treasures’ of the Fathers. These writers had better 
by half adhere to their wiser maxims of ‘reserve in 
the communication of religious knowledge.’ But, 
whatever be the motive, we rejoice at the step they 
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have taken. - It will be singular should they in this 
way become the inconoclasts of their own idols, and, 
by a sort of righteous retribution, the reformers of 
their own errors. 

The task of freely exposing the errors and absurd- 
ities of the Ancient Church, has in a certain degree 
been performed by Mr. Taylor in his ‘ Ancient Christi- 
anity,’ on which we must here offer a few remarks. 
The work has more than the author’s usual excel- 
lences, and fewer of characteristic defects. There is 
less of the indistinct haze and magniloquence which 
are sometimes found in his other writings; while the 
earnestness of controversy has certainly improved his 
manner—leaving him less leisure for false glare and 
splendida vitia. Here, however, as elsewhere, he is 
often too prolix: of brief energy, of the art of saying 
much in few words, he seems to have but a faint 
idea. But these are small matters; it is a duty to 
notice some others which are not trivial. One is the 
seeming egotism (though we are sure he meant nothing 
offensive) by which he has stated his claims to be 
considered nearly sole champion in this great cause ; 
another is the perilous concessions which, in his first 
number, he was induced to make, and which he has 
since, in almost every page, been compelled virtually 
to retract. As to the first ; it is amusing to find him 
cutting off first one body of religionists, and then 
another —some parties in the Church and all owd of 
it—as quite incapable of encountering champions 
of such redoubted learning, and all but invincible 
prowess, as the new Knights of Oxford; and then 
quietly naming himself as one who may be deemed 
not insufficiently equipped for this glorious adventure. 
He lays great stress not only upon his evident fami-. 
liarity with patristic literature, but upon his having 
access to a complete collection of the Fathers. We 
have no doubt that there are many men, both in the. 
Church and out of it, who have a knowledge of this. 
peculiar species of literature quite sufficient to quality 
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them to take part in that good work in which Mr. 
Taylor is so well employed; and it is certain that 
access to the Fathers is not altogether a singular pri- 
vilege. Whether he has fallen into this tone from an 
unconscious tendency to magnify the importance of 
cherished and solitary studies, or from a desire to 
impress his readers with a deep conviction of the dif- 
ficulty of the achievement which he proposed to him- 
self, we know not; and most assuredly we should 
not have alluded to it, were it not that it tends to 
strengthen the delusion which the tone of the Oxford 
Tractists was all along calculated to produce, that 
they were monopolists of some peculiar sources of in- 
formation, and that none but persons of the pro- 
foundest erudition could be presumed to be in pos- 
session even of the data on which to form an opinion 
of the soundness or unsoundness of their views! This 
we must be permitted to designate sheer delusion. It 
is true that patristic literature had been little studied 
by the mass of educated persons, but it was from an 
impression (and a correct impression too) of its ge- 
neral worthlessness. Nor were the data on which 
that opinion had gradually diffused itself scanty or 
insufficient. Though the Oxford Tract writers insi- 
nuated that that impression was the result of igno- 
rance, and suffered themselves to speak contempt- 
uously of those who had not merely a knowledge of 
such writers as Chillingworth and Daillé*, but had 
studied the Fathers quite long enough to convince 
them that they were not worth studying longer ;— 
though they thought it a sufficient answer to a 
Whately or a Shuttleworth, to insinuate that they 


* Even Daillé himself does not escape the same sort of depre- 
ciation. It is thus the writer of the tract on ‘ Mysticism’ allows 
himself to speak of that truly learned man: —‘ By his skill in 
rhetorical arrangement, and by a certain azr of thorough com- 
mand of his subject, which he has been very successful in assuming, 
he became at once the standard author for all who took that side 
of the question.’ — No. 89. p. 1. 
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were mere sciolists in patristic literature, because 
they had been too wise to waste life in reading little 
or nothing else; yet is it quite certain that every 
nook of this vast field had been explored again and 
again, and the results fully given to the world, in 
works which were written long before Dr. Pusey and 
Mr, Newman were born, and which will be read long 
after they are forgotten. More especially is it true, 
that, in relation to that dogma of the new School 
now under consideration, ample materials for forming 
a judgment were long since provided in works on the 
Romish controversy. Daillé was no sciolist; Jeremy 
Taylor was not, it is presumed, deficient in learning ; 
Chillingworth was no schoolboy; Stillingfleet and 
Hall were not to be despised ;—all these and many 
others had learning quite equal to that of any of the 
authors of the Oxford Tracts; and in powers of rea- 
‘soning and argument, and, we will add, a love of 
truth, were immeasurably their superiors. Mr. Taylor 
is indeed pleased to say, that ‘Whatever analogies 
may seem to connect the doctrines of the Oxtord 
Tracts with Popery, the difference between the two 
is such, as that those must certainly be disappointed 
who, hastily snatching up the rusty swords and spears 
of the Reformers, rush, so accoutred, upon the Oxford 
divines.’* But we have no occasion to confute this 
statement; for the progress of the controversy, and a 
more correct appreciation of its bearings, have com- 
pelled him to confute it himself. ‘By explicit avowals, 
or implied approbation, or in the mode of delicate 
allusion, these writers,’ says he, ‘in their various 
publications, have at length taken to themselves every 
thing in Romanism which is of earlier date than the 
close of the fifth century’+; and he further tells us, 
‘Romanism, and nothing else, has become the subject 
of the great argument which the Oxford Tract writers 
have originated. Candour now scarcely demands that 
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the alleged distinction between the Anglo-Catholic 
Church system and the faith and worship of the Tri- 
dentine Council should any longer be much regarded. 
This difference, be it what it may, affects no funda- 
mental principle.’ * 

It is surprising that Mr. Taylor did not see this 
from the first. Though particular points disputed 
between the Romanists and Protestants are different 
from those in question between the Anglicans and 
their opponents, yet the general principles in contro- 
versy are the very same; and the great dogma now 
under consideration—the authority of the Fathers, 
and the value of Tradition — had often been subjected 
to the fullest investigation. The vagueness of the 
rule of Vincentius Lirinensis, and the uncertainty of 
tradition, are as clearly asserted and demonstrated by 
Jeremy Taylor (a writer in some respects fondly 
claimed by the Oxford School), as they could be by 
Isaac Taylor. But further, we affirm that the very 
same views which Mr. Taylor maintains, had in sub- 
stance been given to the world, in works which had 
no special reference to the Popish controversy. In 
Mosheim’s ‘ History,’ and still more in his ‘ De Rebus 
Christianorum ante Constantinum,’ t— a work of the 
most extensive and searching erudition,— practically 
the same conclusions are drawn respecting the early 
and wide-spread corruptions of the Church. None 
will pretend that Mosheim had not learning, and few 
that he wanted judgment. Precisely the same con- 
clusions are established in the writings (though less 
calm and impartial) of Jortin and of Conyers Middle- 
ton. But why do we say all this? Merely to dis- 
sipate the illusion that the Tractist champions are in 
possession of some exclusive treasures of knowledge ; 


_ * No. 8. vol. ii. p. 379. 

+ Of a portion of this work, an excellent translation (a little 
too wordy, perhaps) has been given to the world by Mr. Vidal. 
The first volume appeared in 1813, the third in 1835. We shall 
he glad to see it completed. 
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—an illusion which we think the first number of 
Mr. Taylor’s work would go to confirm. We ridicule 
the notion that none are competent to form an opinion 
on the present controversy, unless they have given a 
‘lifetime’ (which Mr. Newman says it requires) to 
this species of reading. Any plain man, with the 
Bible in one hand, and Chillingworth, Daiilé, or 
Mosheim in the other, need not fear to pronounce on 
the truth of the principles asserted by the Anglicans. 
Is it necessary to read through the Koran and all its 
commentators in order to. pronounce on the claims of 
Mahomet; or to toil through the absurdities of the 
Talmud before being qualified to say that the Rabbins 
are not to be trusted ? 

But Mr. Taylor has also run into a more serious 
error. He has been pleased to claim a certain inde- 
finite ‘authority’ for the Fathers; and has suffered 
himself to speak most strangely of the celebrated 
maxim, ‘that the Bible and the Bible only is the 
religion of Protestants.’ What this authority of the 
Fathers is, over and above that which may be yielded 
to any other human beings of equal ability, know- 
ledge, and piety, he nowhere distinctly informs us. 
He asserts that ‘Divine Providence has connected 
the later with the earlier Church by a link which can 
never be severed; and which connexion implies a 
general duty of acquainting ourselves with the records 
of the early Church, and of yielding such a specific 
deference to its testimony and judgment as is not to 
be claimed for the Church of any later period.’ * 
Again: he says, ‘it has been nothing so much as 
this inconsiderate “Bible alone” outcry, that has 
given modern Popery so long a reprieve in the heart 
of Protestant countries. | He appears to lay much 
stress on the old fallacy, that we depend on the testi- 
mony of the Fathers for ascertaining the canon of 
Scripture itself; and hence would seem to infer that 
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we are in fact dependent on them for a great deal 
more. Much has been founded on this argument, yet 
most illogically. The Fathers are certainly witnesses 
to the fact, that in their day such and such books 
were received as of undoubted apostolical authorship ; 
just as their successors of any succeeding age are 
‘witnesses ’ that they also had the same books. They 
are witnesses of a ‘fact;’ and, as they had eyes and 
ears, we have no reason to distrust them. But we 
need not enlarge on this subject; and the less, that 
whatever mysterious and inexplicable authority Mr. 
Taylor may claim for these men beyond that of any 
other witnesses, he has taken effectual care to dissi- 
pate the illusion in the course of his work. The 
impression that he must leave on every reader’s mind 
is, that more unsafe guides to truth there cannot be. 
He expressly says, (and there is much more to the 
same purpose,)— ‘in proving them to have grossly 
perverted the Gospel, and to be amongst the worst 
guides which the Church can follow, we are driven 
to the necessity of producing evidence which no 
motive less imperative would have led us to bring 
forward.’ * In this, and the preceding case, we ap- 
peal from Mr. Taylor’s first thoughts to his second. 

We should also probably differ from Mr. Taylor in © 
relation to the date, extent, and rate of progress of 
certain corruptions; and in some instances cannot 
but think he has damaged his cause by overstating it. 
It would also have been as well had he refrained from 
citing some authorities of doubtful quality ; though, 
as an argumentum ad hominem, we know not what 
his opponents could fairly reply. He has been 
assailed, for example, for having made use of Atha- 
nasius’ ‘ Life of St. Anthony ;’ yet Mr. Newman, in 
his ‘Church of the Fathers,’ admits its substantial 
authenticity, and deduces from it some most edifying 
conclusions. 

In spite of these, and some minor faults, it is 


* INO. D.aps. 266 


THE OXFORD TRACTARIAN SCHOOL. aT 


impossible not to regard Mr. Taylor’s work as a 
most valuable contribution to the cause of Scriptural 
Christianity, and most creditable to his talents, in- 
dustry, and learning. . Some defects may well be 
pardoned to the necessities of the periodic form of 
publication. 

The Fathers will receive, and ought to receive, 
just the degree of respect that we should pay to any 
other men, and no more; that is, their authority will 
be in proportion to their knowledge, good sense, 
freedom from prejudice, honesty, and opportunities 
of forming a judgment. It may be supposed, indeed, 
that the last circumstance, considering their proximity 
to the apostolic age, would give them a decided 
superiority over every other class of writers ; but it 
is very possible that their disadvantages in other 
respects may depress their authority in the greater 
number of cases below that even of a third-rate 
student of Scripture of a later age — just as a man 
with bad eyes may not see an object so clearly at 
fifty yards, as another with good ones may see it at 
half a mile. Now, almost all the Fathers had very 
bad eyes; and, what is worse, they attempted to 
remedy the defect by still worse spectacles. On this 
point the reader will find some admirable remarks in 
Dr. Shuttleworth’s treatise on Tradition. 

The reason of this phenomenon is not far to seek. 
Many of the Fathers, indeed, were men of unques- 
tionable genius, and of large erudition (such as it 
was); and portions of many of their writings may be 
read with profit. But they were all more or less 
tainted —most of them deeply —with the false 
maxims and pernicious prejudices which characterised 
their day; and from the influence of which, unless 
they had been more than human, it was impossible 
that they could be free. This is no disparagement to 
their genius or their learning, any more than it is 
disrespectful to Descartes or Kepler to affirm, that 
having been early imbued with false principles of 
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science, they constructed theories which we do not 
feel bound to reverence, because we reverence the 
men. We can separate Descartes from his ‘vortices,’ 
and Kepler from his fanciful analogies between the 
laws of the planetary system and the ‘five regular 
solids. In like manner we may well despise the 
interpretations of Origen, without despising Origen 
himself. 

That Christianity should be fearfully corrupted, 
and that at no remote period from its origin, was not 
only natural, but inevitable, unless a series of per- 
petual miracles had been wrought to prevent it. 
Brought suddenly into contact with many systems of 
false philosophy, and of the most degrading poly- 
theism, and attracting converts from all nations and 
all ranks, was it likely to be received and retained in 
its perfect purity? Falling on such a million-sided 
surface as the humanity of that day, it was impossible 
that the heavenly light should not undergo all sorts 
of refractions: let down into such a pit of mephitic 
vapours, it was impossible that the lamp of truth 
should not burn dim. Christianity did much for its 
converts, doubtless ; but it could not, and did not, 
pretend to release them from all their prejudices and 
ignorance. It was perfectly natural, it was to be 
expected, that in a thousand cases the mew principles 
should rather enter into combination, according to 
the ordinary laws of mental affinities, with the old — 
than that they should wholly repel them. The 
philosopher could not absolutely forego his lifelong 
speculations, nor the polytheist the habits of an 
ingrained idolatry ; and thus, at a very early period, 
we find attempts to reconcile the doctrines of Christi- 
anity with the speculations of the Oriental and 
Grecian Schools, and to complicate and corrupt the 
ritual of the new religion by luckless imitations of 
that of the old. ‘Such,’ remarks Mr. Taylor at the 
close of an eloquent passage, which we much regret 
that our limits do not permit us to give entire — 
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‘such were the antagonist principles, in contending 
with each of which the holy religion of Christ tri- 
umphed in each instance, and in each was trampled 
upon ; conquered, and was conquered ; diffused light 
and health, and admitted darkness and corruption.’* 

It is thus and thus only that we can account for 
the rapid corruption of the Christian faith, and the 
extraordinary facility with which the best of the 
Fathers admitted the most monstrous extravagances 
and the most contemptible puerilities. We can on 
this ground, indeed, palliate their errors and compas- 
sionate their foibles; but to set them up as guides, 
does appear to us the most extraordinary fatuity. <A 
very moderate acquaintance with patristic allegories, 
conceits, visions, legends, miracles, and superstitions 
—a very moderate course of Barnabas and Hermas, 
Origen and Tertullian, Jerome and Ambrose — ought 
to be quite sufficient to reclaim any sane mind from 
such illusions; while, if a judgment were formed 
merely from any spicilegium of their errors, collected _ 
out of that menstruum of insipidity and commonplace 
in which they usually float, it might be imagined that 
we had fallen rather into the company of a set of 
Bedlamites than of Christian sages; and that nothing 
could adequately account for the reverence with 
which many regard them, except that principle of the 
ancient Greeks which connected insanity with inspir- 
ation; or that which dictated the custom of the 
Mahometans, to worship and reverence as saints those 
‘who are fairly out of their senses. 

And yet these are the men whose authority, when 
they are tolerably unanimous, is to be considered as 
co-ordinate with that of Scripture —from whose 
single opinions we are to dissent with the greatest 
caution —and to whose keeping Divine Providence 
has committed an unwritten revelation! ‘And so He 
may have done,’ it is said: ‘for it is not the errors 
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and absurdities of the Fathers for which we contend, 
but the apostolic truths of which they were the 
depositaries.’ But is there no difficulty in believing 
that the freight of immortal truth should have been 
committed to such leaky and rotten vessels ? — that 
God, designing to give a Revelation, would purposely 
and intimately mix it up with a mass of impure 
metal, leaving mankind to smelt it as they might? 
Truly, if this theory be correct, it may well be said, 
that ‘we have the eternal treasure in earthen vessels!’ 

This difficulty is still further increased if we con- 
sider the character of that portion of the supposed 
Revelation for which these men are the vouchers — 
the nature of the dogmas superadded to the Bible. 
The question is, whether the Christianity of the 
third, fourth, or fifth century is a development or a 
corruption of the Scripture system —a natural growth 
or a cancerous enlargement? We believe the latter ; 
but assuredly nothing could warrant us in believing 
the former, except the most obvious harmony between 
the Scriptures themselves and these supposed addi- 
tions to it. But it is acknowledged that no such 
obvious harmony is to be found ; — that the doctrines 
contended for are not easily reconciled with the 
Scriptures —that apart from the patristic authority 
no one would have suspected them to be there — that 
there is very much at the least which appears to 
contradict them — that the tone and spirit of the two 
authorities appear to be entirely alien, and the relative 
importance assigned in each to the several elements 
of religion obviously different. One would imagine, 
therefore, that nothing less than:a Revelation as clear, 
as express, and as miraculously authenticated as the 
Scriptures, would be sufficient to justify our reception 
of these additions. Can we then believe that they 
would have been committed to such men as the 
Fathers are proved to be, and mixed up with their 
acknowledged errors, follies, and superstitions? Ought 
not this circumstance alone to make us suspect, that 
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the soi-disant additions to Revelation are more pro- 
bably corruptions of it ? * 

The interval between the Scriptures and the very 
best of the Fathers is so immense, that not a few have 
testified that it forms to them the most convincing 
proof of the inspired origin of the former; it being, 
in their judgment, absurd to suppose that any man 
—much less a number of men—could have composed 
such a volume as the Bible, in an age in which their 
immediate successors, many of them possessing un- 
doubted genius and erudition, and having the ad- 
vantage of such a model, could fall into puerilities so 
gross, and errors so monstrous. For ourselves, we 
could sooner believe that Jacob Bohmen could have 
composed the ‘Novum Organum,’ or Thomas Stern- 
hold the ‘ Paradise Lost.’ 

But the more intimate this conviction, the deeper 
must be the indignation that any man should attempt 
to exalt the Fathers, either singly or collectively, to 
the same level with the Scripture; or attempt to 
divide its exclusive and paramount authority with 
that of a set of men on whose pages are so legibly 
inscribed the marks of every species of human in- 
firmity. 

Yet this has the Oxford Tract School done. It 
has done more. Without, we hope, designing it, it 
has, by way of shielding the palpable contradictions, 
infirm logic, and idle legends of the Fathers from 
contempt, suffered itself to speak of the Scriptures in 
language which cannot but tend to diminish reverence 
for them, and to give no little advantage to infidelity. 
In one of the most gratuitously offensive of the Tracts 
(No. 85.), it is argued that, if the Fathers apparently 
contradict one another, so do the Scriptures ;— if 
many of their statements are unintelligible and revolt- 
ing to reason, there are many in the Scriptures which 
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are equally so. And then it is added, that if the 
Scriptures are nevertheless true, so may the system 
dependent on the Fathers be true. With the accus- 
tomed suppressio vert, the writer has carefully con- 
cealed two .essential points: the first is, that the 
reason why we acquiesce in any apparent discrepancies 
or startling prodigies in the Scripture, is not on ac- 
count of their antecedent probability; but on account 
of the many and convincing proofs, of an independent 
character, that the Scripture is of divine origin. 
Give us the same evidence for the Fathers, and ex- 
cept where they absolutely contradict one another 
(which they do very plentifully), we will receive 
them too. The second is, that there is the widest 
possible difference between the miraculous narratives 
of Scripture and the idle legends of the Fathers — 
not less in the character of the events themselves, 
than in the tone and manner of the writers. The 
Tractists have gone yet further. We have seen it 
recently asserted, that there is as much reason for 
rejecting the most essential doctrines of Christianity 
—nay Christianity itself*—as for rejecting their 
‘Church principles ;’ that, in short, we have as much 
reason for being infidels as for rejecting the doctrine 
of Apostolical Succession. What other effect such 
reasoning can have than that of compelling men to 
believe that there is nothing between Infidelity and 
Popery, and of urging them to make a selection be- 
tween the two, we know not. The author of the 
Tract, Number Eighty-five, calls his argument a 
‘kill-or-cure remedy.’ We believe that it will ‘kill’ 
in either case. But even in the sense in which the 
author uses these words, we are persuaded it will 
‘kill’ far more than it will ‘cure.” Not a few will 
say, ‘We accept your reasoning ; you are a learned 
man, and we will believe as you say, that you have 
no more to say in behalf of the Scriptures than in be- 
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half of your Church principles; and as we see that 
what you have to say for the last is little enough, 
you will excuse us for rejecting Christianity alto- 
gether.’ Indeed, we fully expect that, as a reaction 
of the present extravagances, of the revival of ob- 
solete superstitions, we shall have ere long to fight 
over again the battle with a modified form of In- 
fidelity, as now with a modified form of Popery. 
Thus, probably, for some time to come, will the hu- 
man mind continue to oscillate between the extremes 
‘of error; but with-a diminished arc at each vibra- 
tion, until truth shall at last prevail, and compel it 
to repose in the centre. 

After all, the most cruel enemies of those ‘good but 
greatly erring men,’ the Fathers, are their modern 
idolaters ; who, by exaggerating their claims, compel 
reasonable men to prove them unfounded. Most 
certain is it, that the Fathers do not invest either 
themselves, or the Church to which they belonged, 
with the authority which their present admirers would 
fain attribute to them;—a point which the reader 
will find abundantly proved in Mr. Goode’s ample 
citations from them. Daillé has a striking passage on 
this point, from which we extract a single sentence: 
‘I am firmly of opinion that if these holy men could 
now behold from the mansions of blessedness .... 
what things are done here below, they would be 
very much offended by the honours which men con- 
fer upon them much against their wills. .... Or if 
from out of their sepulchres, where the relics of their 
mortality are now laid up, they could but make us 
hear their sacred voice, they would, I am very confi- 
dent, sharply reprove us for this abuse, and would cry 
out in the words of Paul, “Sirs, why do ye these 
things? we also were men of like passions with your- 
selves!”’ 

In concluding this part of the subject, it may be 
remarked that it is a most suspicious circumstance, 
that the authority of ‘ tradition’ did not maintain the 
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unity of faith and the integrity of doctrine, to secure 
which these writers would restore it. No sooner did 
the ancient Church assume that perfect form to which 
the Oxford theologians would assimilate the modern, 
than it degenerated into Popery: it no sooner became 
ripe according to their own notions of ripeness, than 
it became rotten. Of course, we have no difficuity in 
accounting for the phenomenon ; there was continuity 
in the whole process. That the sun which had long 
been setting, should go down, and leave darkness be- 
hind it, was natural; but how it came to plunge at 
once from the zenith into the ocean, may well surprise 
us. Two things, however, are clear. One is, that 
this marvellous rule of faith is no security at all 
against corruption ; secondly, it appears that, in the 
only experiment ever made of its efficiency, it in- 
stantly ended in it. Its advocates can be consistent 
only in arguing that Romanism is not a fearful cor- 
ruption; but, like the Church of the fifth century, still 
an harmonious development. To this it is coming. 

5. We had intended offering some observations on 
the views propounded by this School on the important 
subject of ‘ Justification,’ and the related topics. But 
our space warns us to forbear, and we must content 
ourselves with referring to the able discussions in the 
volume by the Bishop of Ohio. Suffice it here to say, 
that the views in question approximate indefinitely to 
those of Rome; at least, if there be any important dif- 
ference, it depends on the most subtle refinements and 
the most unintelligible distinctions. Mr. Newman’s 
‘Lectures’ on the subject form one of the most curious 
specimens of cloudy metaphysics ever given to the pub- 
lic. Most unfairly is reason dealt with by his School. 
In general, they dispense with it altogether; when they 
do appeal to it, it is only to mock it with incomprehen- 
sible subtleties. Of the two, their mysticism is de- 
cidedly preferable to their metaphysics: it is better to 
be called upon to exercise faith without logic, than be 
insulted bv a logic which can be received only by 
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faith. It at least saves much fruitless effort to 
understand what we, after all, discover is not to be 
understood. | 

6. In addition to all this, many individual writers, 
and some of the public organs of this School, have put 
forth a variety of opinions and statements, the general 
tendency of which cannot be mistaken. They together 
constitute Romanism, almost perfect in its organs and 
_ lineaments, but of Lilliputian dimensions. We shall 
give them miscellaneously. 

The tracts on ‘Reserve’ openly plead for a method 
of exhibiting Christianity, or rather a method of veil- 
ing it, which strongly reminds one of the Romish 
Church. The writer contends for the ancient disciplina 
arcani, by which the more awful mysteries were ‘re- 
served’ for the initiated; but amongst these, with 
a plenitude of extravagance to which the ancient 
Church affords no parallel, he includes even the 
characteristic doctrine of Christianity, and vehemently 
denounces the ‘explicit’ and ‘ prominent’ exhibition 
of the Atonement.* He casts high scorn on all the 
present ‘utilitarian’ methods of doing good —on cheap 
churches and cheap Bibles. He disapproves of the 

attempt to bring the church to every man’s door ; and 
seems to think that an empty church, provided it cost 
enough, and the services are sufficiently magnificent, 
will, by a sort of ‘opus operatum,’ be of ‘incalculable 
efficacy. {— In open defiance of the command to 


- * No. 80. Sect. 5. ‘ On the necessity of bringing forward the 
doctrine of the Atonement.’ — Its ‘ explicit and prominent’ exhi- 
bition ‘is evidently quite opposed to what we consider the teach- 
ing of Scripture, nor do we find any sanction for it in the 
Gospels. If the Epistles of St. Paul appear to favour it, it is 
only at first sight.’ ‘ In all things it would appear that this doc- 
trine, so far from its being what is supposed, is in fact the very 
secret of the Lord, which Solomon says “is with the righteous,” 
and “the covenant” not to be lightly spoken of by man, but 
which He will show to them that fear him.’ 

+ ‘For if the erection of churches, which from commodious- 
ness and easiness of access are to invite, and from their litile cost 
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‘preach the Gospel to every creature,’ and to proclaim 
the truth ‘whether men will hear or whether they 
will forbear ;’ in equal disregard of apostolic precedent, 
he assures us that it is an awful thing to make known 
the Gospel to those who are ignorant of it, lest we 
involve them in deeper condemnation.* A Bible 
must not be given, we presume, unless guarantee 
be also given that it will be rightly used; a plan 
very much like that ‘utilitarian’ benevolence which 
buttons up its pockets, and will not bestow a farthing 
till quite sure that the ‘object is worthy.’ The 
utilitarian thus reserves his money as the writer of 
the Tract would reserve his Bibles. Alas! for St. 
Paul and his ignorant colleagues ; we fear they must 
have wcurred much guilt, and occasioned much, by 
proclaiming the Gospel without sufficiently considering 
whether it would be rightly received or not. ‘They 
seem to have been but indifferently provided with 
the doctrine of ‘reserve ;’ or, if they had it, they 


partake more of a low contriving expediency than of a generous 
love of God, is to do the work of religion, then is it more easy 
to win souls than Scripture will warrant us in supposing;’ and 
he adds ‘that we have to fear lest, rather than doing good, we be 
breaking that holy law. which hath commanded that we give not 
that which is holy to the dogs.’—p. 69. 

‘The effect of the Church as a witness, though in a@ manner 
silent and out of sight, is something very great and incalculable, 
of which J would adduce the following instance. Before the 
Reformation, the Church recognised the seven hours of prayer. 
However these may have been practically neglected, or hidden in 
an unknown tongue, there is no estimating what influence this may 
have had on common people’s minds secretly.’—p. 73. 

* «Much of what is here said may be applied to an indis- 
criminate distribution of Bibles and religious publications. We 
must not expect that the work which occasioned our Saviour 
and his disciples so much pains, can be done by such means. 
We have rather to look with awe on these new dealings of 
Providence with mankind. . . . ‘That the unprepared 
cannot receive the “truth,” is the appointment of God; but 
our attempting to act contrary to his mode of acting may be 
productive of evil.’—p. 70. 
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assuredly ‘reserved’ it. It is evidently also the 
opinion of this writer (as indicated in the last ex- 
tract) that it is better to leave the heathen in utter 
darkness than attempt their conversion by any ‘ un- 
authorised’ methods or irregular zeal. Men had 
better, one would suppose, die of their spiritual ma- 
ladies than be cured empirically —had better not 
go to heaven at all, than go there by any other 
route than the ‘ Via Media.’ But to proceed to other 
facts. 

After stating the early or original opinion re- 
specting Purgatory, the writer of the Tract professedly 
against the Romish doctrine says, ‘taken in the mere 
letter there is little in it against which we shall be 
able to sustain formal objections.’ 

Prayers for the dead are openly justified. The 
practice, says Mr. Newman, ‘is Catholic, and ap- 
_ parently Apostolical.’ 

While the Tracts on ‘reserve’ advocate a very 
cautious and measured communication of religious 
truth, a sort of compensation is to be given in the, 
shape of multiplied symbols. It is but the exchange 
of one sort of instruction for another, and effects 
a great economy of time, breath, and labour. As the 
philosophic exile found 


‘Sermons in stones, and good in every thing,’ 


so the stupid rustic is to study celestial wisdom in 
a system of symbols; though, as all history proves, 
he is more likely to learn superstition than religion 
from them. If the ‘priests’ are to be in a measure 
‘dumb,’ — »’ importe, for the very ‘stones in the wall’ 
are to ‘cry out,’ emblazoned as they are to be with 
the characters of a hieroglyphical religion. A journal 
devoted to the sect has given us its views on the 
subject, in an article on ‘The Church Service. We 
there find the cross called a ‘sacramental sign ’— 
‘a holy efficacious symbol.’ Yet with the exquisite 
prudery of the new doctrine of ‘reserve,’ the writer 
F 2 
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does not approve of the crucifix in churches. ‘Doubt- 
less,’ the reader will say, ‘because it is so easily 
abused to superstition.’ No such thing. ‘We are 
no advocates of the crucifix, at all events in the 
open way in which it is commonly exhibited abroad. 
Even pictures of the same solemn subject strike us 
as irreverent, and should at least be always veiled. 
And we would not hazard an unqualified objection 
even against the crucifix as an object for very private 
contemplation, under certain trying circumstances; 
say, for instance, a surgical operation. ‘The crucifix, 
openly exhibited, produces the same sort of wncom- 
fortable feeling with certain Protestant exposures, 
in preaching the mystery it represents. But with 
equal refinement, the writer highly approves of the 
amage of the cross, and he hopes the time will come 
— golden age! — ‘when no English church will want 
what many possess already, the image of the cross, 
in some place sufficiently conspicuous to assist the 
devotions of the worshipper. Let us multiply the 
same holy and efficacious emblem far and wide. 
There is no saying how many sins its awful form 
might scare, and how many evils avert.’* ‘ With 
the cross,’ proceeds the writer, ‘should be associated 
other Catholic symbols, still more than itself gwvavra 
cuveroiot. For these painted windows seem to furnish 
a suitable place. They should at all events be con- 
fined to the most sacred portion of the building. 
Such are the lamb with the standard ; the descending 
dove; the anchor; the triangle; the pelican; the 
ixOvc (fish), and others. Perhaps the two or three 
last mentioned, as being of most recondite meaning, 
should be adopted later than the rest.’ To these 
the writer is prepared to add more, when the right 
time shall come. It may be doubted whether in our 
present state of deplorable spiritual ignorance, even 
the anchor and the triangle may not prove too much 
for us. 
* British Critic, No. 64. p. 271. 
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In the same spirit, this writer laments the absence 
of anointing at Baptism and Confirmation, as the ‘loss 
of a privilege ;’ and rejoices in the perpetuation of 
the custom in the coronation service, as nothing less 
than an ‘example of providential care over the Church.’ 
Can superstition go further? He elsewhere tells us 
that there should be ‘more special decorations of the 
church on Festival Days; altar coverings and pulpit 
hangings of unusual richness; or the natural flowers 
of the season, woven into wreaths, or placed according 
to primitive custom on the altar. These should be 
chosen with especial reference to the subject of the 
Festival.’ ‘ White flowers,’ proceeds he with infinite 
gravity, ‘are most proper on the days consecrated to 
the Virgin, as emblematic of sinless purity ; purple or 
crimson upon the several saints’ days (except St. John 
the Evangelist, and perhaps St. Luke), to signify the 
blood of martyrdom; and on All Saints’ days and the 
Holy Innocents, white should be intermingled as a 
memorial of Virgin innocence.’ ‘ We deprecate,’ sub- 
joins this exquisite spiritualist, ‘forced flowers, which 
look artificial; but we believe that, with a little ma- 
nagement, natural flowers of the proper colours may 
be found throughout the year. It is difficult to con- 
ceive a more suitable occupation for the Christian po- 
pulation than that of cultivating flowers for such a 
purpose, and afterwards arranging them.’ Thus the 
practice would be in equal degree an encouragement 
to piety and market gardening. 

Neither are the chandlers forgotten: ‘two lights 
should be placed upon the altar.’ ‘These,’ he thinks, 
‘should be lighted, else they do not so well signify the 
truth, Christus lux mundi.’ Truly we think they but 
indifferently express this truth, whether lighted or 
not; but he does not press this point, though disposed 
to think it ‘truly Anglican.’ 

When we consider not only the number and variety 
of these proposed ‘ embellishments,’ but the importance 
attached to them, and the solemn tone in which they 
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are spoken of, it is impossible to doubt whither we 
are tending. If the views of such writers prevail, 
they must lead to an entire subordination of what is 
spiritual to what is ceremonial —and religion will de- 
generate into abject superstition. No wonder that 
the country is infested by not a few young ‘ priests,’ 
raving about their Apostolic Succession; founding 
the most absurd pretensions on their mere sacerdotal 
character, though backed neither by experience nor 
wisdom; boasting of the thaumaturgic powers they 
can exert in the administration of the sacraments ; 
contending, not for the faith once delivered to the 
Saints, but for wax candles, altar cloths, chaplets, 
crosses, crucifixes, and mummery of all kinds ;—at 
_ the same time, modestly consigning all Protestants 
out of the episcopal pale, either to perdition or the 
‘uncovenanted mercies;’ in a word, exhibiting zeal 
indeed, but zeal that is utterly unacquainted with any 
other of the Christian graces — zeal that is not even 
on speaking terms with knowledge, faith, or charity. 
The Bishop of London, we regret to say, in his 
recent ‘Charge,’ has done not a little to fan the zeal 
in behalf of ceremonial. Though in great part con- 
demning the Oxford Tractists, and severely repro- 
bating their most dangerous innovations, he yet gives 
such space and importance to certain trivial matters 
of ritual, that we are not surprised his ‘ Charge’ should 
have been claimed on the whole as a triumph by the 
Oxford party. If we have been rightly informed, his’ 
lordship has expressed his displeasure that what he 
designed as a condemnation of that party, should have 
been so misconceived. He is the only person, we 
suspect, who will feel much surprise on the subject. 
When we see him expressing such anxiety that the 
Rubric should be closely adhered to— more severely 
censuring those who do not punctiliously keep to it, 
even in points virtually obsolete, than those who 
make unauthorised additions to it— discussing with 
so much gravity matters of pulpit etiquette and cle- 
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rical costume — expressing his wish that all his clergy 
should preach in white, though it appears he had en- 
joined those of Chester to preach in black — affirming 
that he sees ‘no harm’ in the two wax candles, pro- 
vided, strange reasoning! they are not lighted — de- 
claring his approval ‘ of the arrangement lately adopted 
in several churches, by which the clergyman looks to 
the south while reading prayers, and to the west while 
reading lessons’ —it is hardly possible not to regard 
him as too nearly allied in spirit to those whom he 
condemns. We sincerely thank him, however, for his 
unequivocal censure of the most comprehensive and 
poisonous errors of the Tractists, and shall not ungra- 
ciously ask, whether it should not have come sooner. 
But to resume. Not less significant is the altered 
tone in which the Tractists speak of those errors of 
Popery, which they still admit to be such. There is 
as great a difference between ¢heir tone and that of 
the Reformers, as between the playful tap of a co- 
quette’s fan and the vigorous stroke of a boatswain’s_ 
lash. The invocation of Saints, these writers content 
themselves with calling a ‘dangerous practice, as 
tending to give, often actually giving, to creatures the 
honour and reliance due to the Creator alone.’ Of 
the worship of images, which they soften into ‘ honour 
paid to images,’ they say only that ‘it is dangerous in 
the uneducated, that is, of the great part of Christians.’ 
Yet they profess to be following Bishop Hall. Even 
the Bishop of Exeter truly remarks, that Bishop Hall 
calls the first of these practices ‘a foul superstition ;’ 
and of the second, says, ‘not merely that it is dangerous 
to some, but sinful in all. One of these writers else- 
where calls these and other things ‘ uncatholic pecu- 
liarities.’ But other and more recent writers have 
gone further, and almost adopted an apologetic tone. 
The ‘ British Critic,’ after having described some of 
the most childish and absurd superstitions of the 
middle ages — implying the grossest idolatry — merely 
remarks — ‘ Much there was which sober piety cannot 
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sanction; but let us not forget what was holy and re- 
ligious on account of incidental corruptions. As 
well might a polite physician assure some patient 
crusted over with leprosy, that he feared he was la- 
bouring under a slight cutaneous eruption! 

Equally significant are the approximations to 
Romish usages and practices in other instances. The 
Tracts recommend to private Christians the dedi- 
cation of particular days to the religious commemo- 
ration of deceased Saints; and have furnished a model 
service in honour of Bishop Ken, after the pattern of 
an office in the breviary of a Roman saint. The 
journalist just quoted goes further, and is evidently 
inclined to think that the saints take cognisance of 
our prayers, and sensibly feel the compliment of com- 
memorations. ‘ Days and places,’ says the writer, 
“specially dedicated to the Saints, are means to us of 
communion with them. They not only remind us of 
them, and lead us to contemplate their lives, but they 
give us a special interest in the prayers which those 
blessed spirits offer up day and night before the 
throne.’* 

Many of this School are in ecstasies with the riches 
of the Romish and Parisian Breviaries. They have 
also for several years past furnished their followers 
with an ‘ Ecclesiastical Almanack,’ in which the mi- 
nute rules of the Romish Church are quoted, as a 
guide to individuals. Some of them openly plead for 
the restoration of Monasticism; and others have not 
obscurely expressed their predilections for the celibacy 
of the clergy. The Reformation, as already men- 
tioned, is spoken of as all but a fearful judgment: we 
are told that the ‘ unprotestantising of the National 
Church’ is an object well worth all the hazard and 
bitterness which may attend the attempt; and that 
‘we must recede more and more from the principles, 
if any such there be, of the English Reformation.’ + Mr. 


* Oct. 1842. + British Critic, No. 59. p, 45. 
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Froude’s too famous exclamation is adopted by not a 
few — ‘ Really, I hate the Reformers and the Reform- 
ation more and more!’ In perfect accordance with 
all this, the Revolution of 1688 is called ‘ rebellion ;’ 
while, as we have recently seen, some have put the 
copestone on the whole system, by expressly denying 
the Right of Private Judgment, and vindicating the 
maxims and practices of persecution. 

We must now notice some of the general charac- 
teristics and tendencies of this School. 

1. It is a very suspicious circumstance, that the 
whole system tends to the increase of the power and 
glory of their own OrvER. This is the case with the 
principal doctrines themselves, — Apostolical Succes- 
sion, the thaumaturgic efficacy of the sacraments as 
exclusively administered by them, the restriction of 
the name and privileges of the ‘ Church’ to the com- 
munities in which they exercise their functions. The 
same result may be calculated upon, in proportion as 
Christianity is transmuted into a religion of rites and 
symbols. As such rites and symbols become the 
objects of awful veneration and superstitious de- 
pendence (as they are sure to do, conjoined with the 
practice of the system of ‘reserve,’ and the incul- 
cation of an ‘implicit faith’), the people will look to 
the hierophants who perform, or exhibit them, as the 
very arbiters of their eternal destiny. 

Such a tendency is further fostered by the blind, 
unquestioning acquiescence in the priests’ dicta which 
these writers so strongly enjoin. ‘Their deluded vic- 
tims will do well to remember the old and quaint 
saying, that ‘though they may believe by proxy, they 
must be damned in person.’ 

The same general tendency is observable, if we con- 
sider how earnestly — almost exclusively — these doc- 
trines are insisted upon by the writers of this School. 
Marvellous, indeed, is the difference in this respect 
between the Apostles and these successors of the 
Apostles. The former are intent — almost exclusively 
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intent— on those great themes which render the 
Gospel ‘glad tidings ;’ the latter, almost as exclusively, 
in magnifying their own office: —the former abso- 
lutely forget themselves in their flocks; the latter 
well nigh forget their flocks in themselves : — the for- 
mer, if they touch on the clerical office at all, are 
principally intent on its spiritual qualifications and 
duties ; the latter on its prerogatives and powers.* 
To hear these men talk, one would imagine that by a 
similar vorepov mporepoy with that of the simple-minded 
monk, who ‘devoutly thanked God that in his wisdom 
he had always placed large rivers near large towns,’ 
they supposed the Church of Christ to be created 
for the sole use of the clergy; and the doctrine of 
‘ Apostolical Succession’ to be the final cause of Chris- 
tianity. 

The tendency in question is most suspicious ; but 
we are far from charging the chief founders of this 
School with the sordid aims of priestcraft; although 
we cannot help thinking, that with many of their 
followers an unconscious bias in this direction affords 
the true solution of their conduct. Some of them, 
we fear, are not altogether unconscious of the bias. 

2. The next characteristic of the system is, that it 
tends to rob Christianity ofits chief glory as a spiritual 
and moral institute, and to render it a system of mere 
formalism ; to substitute for the worship founded on 
intelligent faith, a devotion which is a species of me- 
chanism, and rites which operate as by magic. Their 
doctrine of Apostolical Succession itself is neither 
more nor less respectable than that of the hereditary 
sanctity of the Brahminical caste ; while the prayer- 
mills of the Tartars afford a fair illustration of their 
doctrine of sacramental efficacy. ‘The stress laid on 
rites and symbols, and outward observances, and the 
attempt indefinitely to multiply them, tend the same 
way. It is true, that as religion appeals to every 

* The first volume of the ‘Oxford Tracts’ contains no less 
than eight distinct papers on ‘ Apostolical Succession’ alone. 
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part of man’s complex nature, rites and symbols have 
their use, and are not to be neglected. Still, whether 
they be beneficial or not, will entirely depend on the 
place they hold in the system. The Divine Founder 
of Christianity, as if in wise jealousy of a tendency 
which may be so easily, and has been so extensively, 
abused, has confined the ceremonial of his religion 
within the straitest limits. While no element of our 
nature which can be subordinated to religious use is 
wholly neglected, each is appealed to only in the pre- 
cise degree in which it can be rendered tributary to 
the great object. Would that all who have taught 
this religion had taken this significant intimation of 
superhuman wisdom as their guide! As the history 
of all corrupt religions shows, nothing is more diffi- 
cult than to prevent the material from debasing the 
spiritual —the senses and the imagination from as- 
suming an undue influence. Let the balance be 
destroyed, and the ritual and symbolical is imme- 
diately substituted for religious sentiment and emo- 
tion; let rites and symbols be multiplied — perpetually 
insisted upon — made unduly prominent —and spi- 
ritual truth will be forgotten. They produce an effect 
on the great doctrines which they are professedly em- 
ployed to illustrate, analogous with that which a 
minute system of casuistry produces on our views of 
morality. If the great principles of a noble and 
ennobling system of Ethics are sincerely received, 
human nature may be safely left to determine the 
modes in which they are to be applied in particular 
cases ; it will choose to take counsel of what is great, 
generous, and magnanimous, rather than ask just how 
much is scrupulously lawful. But let the casuist 
come with his scale and weights, or his foot-rule, and 
determine within how many grains an action is of 
being strictly unlawful, or how far, to an inch, we 
may proceed in a certain direction without committing 
crime ;— under what circumstances a man may con- 
sider himself not absolutely compelled to do what his 
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noblest instincts tell him he ought to do, and in what 
way he may obey the letter of a law and violate its 
spirit; and the essence of morality is gone —it is 
well if even the form be retained. It is much the 
same with religion and its ritual. If the great doc- 
trines are fully and adequately received, little need be 
said about the ritual; it will adjust itself. But let a 
man be taught (especially after acquiescing in the 
doctrine of ‘reserve,’ and being told that an implicit 
faith will answer the purpose very well) to gaze in 
stupid wonder on an exhibition of rites and symbols, 
whether it be on the gorgeous and solid magnificence 
of the Romish Church, or the mimic gilt and tinsel of 
our Tractarians; let him be taught to make much 
of wax-candles burnt at noon-day — the cross or the 
crucifix — painted windows— garlands of flowers, 
triangles, and fishes — vestments, black and white — 
pulpit-hangings and altar-cloths — postures and atti- 
tudes — and his religion stands a chance of resembling 
that of him who was thus eulogised by Dr. Johnson: 
‘He never passes a church without pulling off his hat 
— this shows he has good principles.’ Let his atten- 
tion be principally or much directed to these things, 
and the process of degeneracy is inevitable. It was 
so with the ancient Church, which we are now so ear- 
nestly exhorted to take as our model. No one can 
read the writings of the Fathers without feeling that 
they gradually became more intent on the circum- 
stantials of religion than on the essence of it; more 
solicitous about the modes in which religious duties 
should be performed, than about the spirit of them. 
It is all over with religion when this is the case. The 
process of corruption is soon complete. The next 
thing is to count our prayers; to measure the value 
of devotions solely by their frequency, their length 
by the dial, or their number by the beads; to consider 
that if a man is holy who says a hundred prayers 
a-day, he is twice as holy who says two hundred; and 
that if he who fasts four-and-twenty hours has some 
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merit, he who fasts eight-and-forty must have twice 
as much. 

3. Another signal characteristic of the School is 
its disposition to vilify and traduce reason. They do 
well to hate it; for, as Hobbes well said, ‘ when reason 
is against a man, a man will be against reason.’ Rea- 
son, they feel, is their implacable foe, and blinded in- 
deed it must be before it will admit their pretensions. 
‘My Lord Understanding’s house,’ says John Bunyan, 
‘was too light for the Prince of Darkness, and he 
therefore built a high wall to darken all the windows.’ 

In inviting us to dismiss our reason, they remind 
us of the wolf who counselled the sheep to get rid of 
their watch-dogs. Their constant plan is to inveigh 
against the sin of ‘rationalism,’ as they call it, in 
relation to the ‘mysteries,’ of religion —by which 
they mean any tendency to question their dogmas. 
They thus avail themselves both of the prejudice 
against the first term, and of the awe inspired by the 
second. That there are ‘mysteries’ both in philo- 
sophy and religion about which it is irrational to 
speculate, is true; but they are received, though not 
on intrinsic, yet on swfficient evidence ; and reason is 
still the judge as to whether that evidence be sufficient 
to justify their reception, though it be not able to 
speculate on the mysteries themselves. ‘The existence 
of God is a great mystery ; but if we do not admit it, 
we must admit manifold contradictions and absurdi- 
ties : — the permission of evil is a great mystery; but 
it would do us no good to deny its existence as a 
matter of fact : — Christianity is itself full of mystery ; 
but we receive it on proofs so manifold and various, 
that it is felt to be impossible to resist them. Give 
us similar reasons for believing ‘ Apostolical Succes- 
sion,’ and we faithfully promise that it is not its being 
a mystery that shall startle us. But to hoodwink our 
reason, and receive any absurdity without examina- 
tion because some piece of solemn inanity shakes his 
head, and assures us it is too awful to reason about, 
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is not to be tolerated. Yet this is the continual 
artifice employed to protect ‘Church principles,’ and 
imposes, we have no doubt, upon thousands. Some 
remarkable specimens of this species of logical artifice 
have been already adduced. ‘Beware how you 
rationalise on these great truths,’ is the constant cry 
— ‘how much better is it to obey than to speculate 
— to believe than to reason!’ A plain understanding 
would say — ‘ Both very well in their place, reverend 
sir; what God hath joined together let no man put 
asunder: I think it better to believe than to reason, 
when I have reason to believe that God has spoken ; 
I think it better to reason than to believe, when I 
have reason to believe that it is only Dr. Pusey or 
Mr. Newman.’ In fact, this artifice is itself the 
grossest insult to reason, since it involves a quiet 
assumption of the whole question in dispute —namely, 
whether the mysteries of the Oxford Tract School 
are supported by the evidence which proves that they 
are worthy of being believed im spite of their trans- 
cendental character. Of course the Papist uses the 
same plea for his transubstantiation. Doubtless even 
the Egyptian priest of ancient times often used the 
same plea, when he had to defend the divinity of 
‘cats and onions’ against the rationalists of those 
days, at whom he would unquestionably shake his 
head, and tell them how superior after all was faith 
to logic! About as reasonable is the defence which 
the Oxford writers employ, and about as reasonable 
the dogmas for which it is resorted to. ‘The first 
principle, or universal axiom,’ says Mr. Taylor, ‘of 
the modern revivers of Church principles, is the 
abjuration of that integrity of reason to which the 
inspired writers always appeal, and of which they 
enjoin the exercise and culture. . . . To doubt 
is a sin. To adduce evidence, given in relation to 
common facts of history, and to judge of it according 
to the common rules of historical inquiry, is to be a 
“rationalist.” To distrust the pretensions of St. 
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Dunstan, or the genuineness of the “True Cross,” is 
an offence as grievous as to reject the Trinity ; both 
are disobedience.’ * 

4. Amongst other characteristics which belong to 
these writers, in common with the Romish Church, 
must reluctantly be included a tendency to the use of 
‘pious frauds.’ Let not the reader be startled. We 
do not charge them with such wholesale forgeries, 
such magnificent crimes, as those which were per- 
petrated and justified by some of their venerated 
Fathers.. As their whole system is Romanism in 
miniature, so is it in this respect also. ‘They do not, 
as the ancients did, write books, and inscribe them at 
once with some venerable name to make them pass 
current. ‘They do not draw a bill of doctrines, and 
‘endorse it with the name of Cranmer, Ridley, or 
Hooker. Neither do we charge them with actual 
interpolations of ancient works. Such things cannot 
well be managed in these days of ‘ wnreserved com- 
munication of knowledge.’ There is as much differ- 
ence in point of audacity between the ‘pious frauds’ 
of ancient days and the humble imitations of Oxford, 
as between open burglary and petty larceny—between 
forgery on a large scale and passing a bad sixpence. 
But with the little arts of fraudulent misrepresenta- 
tion, they do in our judgment stand distinctly charge- 
able. ‘They are well skilled, as Mr. Taylor expresses 
it, ‘in packing their evidence,’ and ‘in schooling 
their witnesses.’ They can leave out, if they do not 
put in; can insulate a plausible sentence or two from 
a qualifying or refractory context, and manage 
commas and colons to admiration. Some ingenious 
examples of this literary joinery may be found in 
M‘Ilvaine’s work.t For instance, they cite a passage 
from the Homilies which appears not unfriendly to a 
doctrine they affirm; but on reference to the original, 
it is found that they have taken only the beginning 
and end of the paragraph, the intermediate part which 

* Ancient Christianity, No. 6. p. 225. { P. 232. 
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they have omitted, being altogether against it; but 
no breaks, asterisks, dots, or other indications are 
employed, to suggest that there has been any ‘solu- 
tion of continuity’ in the citation; on the contrary, 
the disjecta membra are represented as so immediately 
connected, that they are separated only by a semi- 
colon! Similar traces of unfairness are most conspi- 
cuous in their construction of those curious things 
they call the Catene Patrum, by which they attempted 
to prove something like a catholic consent of ‘testi- 
mony, on the part of the writers in the later English 
Church,’ to their peculiar doctrines. Some of those 
citations are absolutely nothing to the purpose; 
others most vague and indistinct; others, rent from 
their context, are made to convey a meaning never 
designed by their authors; others may be confronted 
by citations from the very same writers equally or 
more explicit the other way ; while the many divines 
of opposing sentiments are passed by altogether, 
Such is the argument from consent. On the same 
principles, it would be the easiest thing in the world 
to construct a Catena on the other side — and in fact 
we have seen more than one equally conclusive. But 
we need say no more on this point, Mr. Goode having 
so effectually exposed the attempt, that even his 
reviewer now abandons it. ‘In whatever way,’ says 
Mr. Goode, ‘we may be enabled to account for it, 
certain it is that truth has been sacrificed, and the 
authority of great names pleaded in behalf of a system 
in no respect entitled to such protection.’ 

Of the unscrupulous use by these writers of the 
more vulgar arts of sophistry, we need say nothing. 
Enormous instances of petitio principu, suppressio 
veri, and almost every other species of logical delin- 
quency, have been exposed in preceding articles, or 
in the present. But perfect examples of all will be 
found in Number Ninety; that singular monument 
—not ere perennius certainly, for it cannot outlive 
itself — of logical pettifogging. 
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We question, however, whether these writers have 
not derived still more service from that obscure, 
imposing, and truly Delphic style, of which, as 
Archbishop Whately justly says, the ‘effect is to 
convey at first to ordinary readers a striking im- 
pression, with an appearance of being perfectly 
intelligible at the first glance, but to become more 
obscure and doubtful at the second glance, and more 
and more so, the more attentively it is studied by a 
reader of clear understanding ; so as‘to leave him 
utterly in doubt, at the last, which of several mean- 
ings it is meant to convey, or whether any at all. 
ape This is especially the case with the Tracts 
on ‘Reserve’ and ‘Mysticism,’ of which it may be 
truly said that they seem to have been written after 
preferring, and obtaining a plenary answer to, that 
prayer — | 

‘ Of darkness visible so much be lent, 
As half to show — half veil the deep intent.’ 


The one writer is most ‘reserved on reserve, and 
the other most ‘mystical on mysticism.’ Seldom is 
any thing said plainly and absolutely, but with a per- 
petually tortuous and guarded expression. Scarcely 
two sentences are found together without a ‘so to 
speak,’ or ‘as it were,’ or ‘if so be,’ or ‘it may be 
after a certain secret manner,’ &c. &c. Thus, endea- 
vouring to prove our Lord’s systematic concealment 
of his miracles, the writer on ‘reserve’ says of the 
feeding of the five thousand, ‘even here it would 
appear as if there was somehow a sort of secret 
character about the miracle.’?— Another specimen : 
‘The Fathers,’ he tells us, ‘suppose that our blessed 
Lord is, as i¢ were, throughout the inspired writings, | 
hiding and concealing himself, and going about (if I 
may so speak reverently) seeking to whom he may 
disclose himself.’ There are numberless passages of 
this kind, which may mean any thing the interpreter 
is pleased to imagine; although in reality they contain 
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little else but pious-sounding nonsense, which would 
have been quite in character in Jacob Bohmen or 
Emanuel Swedenborg. 

Thus, ‘so to speak,’ and ‘as it were,’ the author 
often seems to say something, when in reality, and 
without any ‘so to speak’ or ‘as it were,’ he says 
nothing. His style perpetually reminds us of Bar- 
dolph’s explanation of the word accommodated. ‘ Ac- 
commodated ; that is, when a man is, as they say, 
accommodated ; or, when a man is— being — whereby 
— he may be thought to be accommodated ; which is 
an excellent thing.’ 

Should any be disposed to charge us with treating 
grave subjects over-lightly, we have to reply, first, 
that we sincerely believe that the present is just one 
of those cases in which the maxim of Horace applies, 


‘Ridiculum acri 
Fortius et melius magnas plerumque secat res ;’ 


secondly, that we recommend the objectors to a 
careful perusal of the Eleventh of Pascal’s ‘ Let- 
tres Provinciales,’ in which he shows, ‘ Qwon peut 
réfuter par des railleries les erreurs ridicules ;’ 
thirdly, that amongst the Christian privileges of which 
our opponents would deprive us, we trust they do not 
intend to include what Ben Jonson calls our ‘ Chris- 
tian liberty of laughing’ at what is laughable; 
fourthly, that if they would have us repress our 
mirth, it must be by exhibiting a system of doctrines 
less irresistibly comic; and lastly, that we are per- 
fectly aware that the artifice of inculcating ‘an awful 
and reverential manner’ of treating absurdities such 
as those on which we have animadverted, is the ap- 
proved receipt (as the history of all superstition 
shows) for sanctifying, in the estimation of the timid 
and the credulous, the most enormous deviations from 
truth and common sense. Nor is it amongst the least 
causes of the disgust we have felt in perusing the 
writings of this School, that their authors, even while 
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propounding doctrines which are equally insulting to 
the Bible and to human reason, and defending them 
by methods which are disgraceful to morality, have 
yet been able to maintain that sanctimonious air, that 
pious gravity, which distinguish certain writers of the 
school of Loyola. 

We must not conclude without pointing out to the 
reader some of the works which, in our judgment 
furnish the best confutation of the tenets of the Ox- 
ford School. These are, Archbishop Whately’s ‘ Es- 
says on the Kingdom of Christ,’ (a truly admirable 
work ;) Goode’s “Rule of Faith, which is learned 
and full ; M‘Ilvaine’s ‘ Rome and Oxford,’ and Tay- 
lor’s. « Ancient Christianity ’— of both of which we 
have already spoken; to which we may add Dr. W. 
Lindsay Alexander’s learned and able work, entitled 
* Anglo-Catholicism not Apostolical.’ 

Meantime we await the progress and issue of the 
great contest without apprehension. Terrible as are 
these hurricanes of controversy, pernicious as may be 
their immediate effects on the faith of some and the 
temper of many —they serve from time to time to 
purify the atmosphere, and render it salubrious. If 
we are but true to ourselves, we have no reason to 
fear lest we should be ‘re-involved,’ to use the strong 
language of Milton, ‘in that pitchy cloud of infernal 
darkness, in which we shall never more see the sun of 
Divine truth again, never hope for the cheerful dawn, 
never more hear the bird of morning sing.’ 

Let us never forget that Christianity was planted, 
and has grown up, in storms. Discussion is favour- 
able toit, and has ever been so. Let the wintry blast 
come. It will but scatter the sere leaves, and snap 
off the withered branches; the giant tree will only 
strike its roots deeper into the soil, and in the coming 
spring-time put forth a richer foliage, and extend a 
more grateful shade. 
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THERE seems abundant reason to conclude that that 
fair structure of ‘ Catholicism,’ which the ecclesiastical 
architects of Oxford have been for some years so 
diligent in rearing, is in a condition of what is called 


* « Edinburgh Review,’ Oct. 1844. 
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instable equilibrium. Sundry symptoms of this have 
lately disclosed themselves, and justify the suspicion 
that, in resting it on tradition and antiquity, its 
builders have selected a sandy foundation. The fabric 
already leans visibly from the perpendicular, and 
schismatical rents and fissures appear in it from top 
to bottom. 

Since the attention of our readers was last called 
to the curious phenomenon, popularly named ‘ Trac- 
tarlanism,’ some important events have occurred in 
its history ; on which, it is hoped, they will be neither 
surprised nor displeased at our venturing to offer 
some remarks — having already indicated our opinion, 
that the phenomenon itself is one of the most remark- 
able of modern times. 

During the years 1842-3, symptoms of a more 
energetic reaction against the doctrines of the Oxford 
School unequivocally manifested themselves. A con- 
siderable number of the bishops, much to their honour, 
and, it may even be said, with much magnanimity, 
considering the alluring flatteries and obsequious pro- 
fessions of obedience, of which the ‘ Tracts’ were 
full, expressed themselves with various degrees of 
severity against its characteristic doctrines — with 
undisguised alarm at its obvious tendencies. Simul- 
taneously with their Charges and Sermons, appeared 
a number of valuable publications from the pens of 
private authors; while, at the same time, the period- 
ical press opened a hotter and, in some instances, 
unexpected fire. A few weeks after our own, not 
very brief, observations on the subject, an article of 
equal length appeared, in a great southern contem- 
porary *, in which the spirit of the Oxford School was 

denounced as essentially Romanist, and not a few of 
its most cherished symbols and ceremonies (recovered 
from ‘ Catholic antiquity,’ with so much zeal and assi- 
duity) profanely designated — ‘fooleries !’ 


* Quarterly Review, May, 1843. 
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But these attacks from without were contempora- 
neous with yet more fatal signs of disunion from 
within. Our ecclesiastical revolutionists, like other 
revolutionists, found it more easy to originate the 
movement, than to control it. Those tendencies, 
which were not obscurely indicated to every man of 
moderate sagacity, even in its earlier stages — which 
Protestants proclaimed with dread, and Romanists 
hailed with triumph, and which were denied by none 
but those who had an interest in denying them — 
came gradually into fuller play. It soon appeared 
that, in this, as in other cases, pretensions to ‘ Catholic 
Unity’ were not incompatible with the widest diver- 
sities of opinion; and that the amplest scope was 
unhappily permitted to the exercise of ‘ private 
judgment,’ in determining what is that only system 
of Catholic truth — which always and for ever ex- 
- cludes it! 

All this is strikingly illustrated in the curious 
‘ Narrative’ of Mr. Palmer, himself one of the ori- 
ginators of the Oxford movement. He shows that 
even during the publication of the ‘ Tracts,’ there 
were some of their advocates who were very uneasy 
at the successive ‘ developments ’ of Catholic doctrine ; 
who felt qualms and fears which they scarcely ma- 
naged to suppress, and preached lessons of moderation 
which were never listened to. But these ‘ develop- 
ments’ were far outdone by those which afterwards ap- 
pearedin the ‘ British Critic,’ and which at length com- 
pelled our long-enduring author to break silence. The 
journal just mentioned, — as the advocate of the Trac- 
tarians, when their memorable series was suppressed 
—as partly supported by some of the original writers of 
that series —and as having received, for some of its 
most extravagant performances, the appropriate thanks 
and plaudits of Mr. Newman himself, may be considered 
to have been a sort of quarterly continuation of the 
Tracts. It, too, is now defunct, having expired last 
Christmas ;. but not until it had purged itself from the 
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very last dregs and feculence of Protestanism, and 
prepared itself to depart in an overpowering ‘ odour’ 
of Catholic sanctity. Of its very last number but 
one, the principal Romanist periodical in these realms 
politely said— ‘We may say that for some time past 
we have read the ‘ British Critic’ with great interest ; 
to which we may add, as Catholics, that our pleasure 
in perusing it has increased in each successive num- 
ber; but the one now before us surpasses all its pre- 
decessors, not in the proportion observable between 
any former ones, but in such a degree as almost to 
defy any comparison whatever.’ * Admirable dialec- 
ticians must they have been on behalf of the Church 
of England who could extort such praises even from 
her very enemies; and thrice candid the enemies who 
could thus award them! ‘ Behold how good and how 
pleasant it is for brethren to dwell together in unity ! ’ 
In defence of the statements of the ‘ British Critic,’ 
and in opposition to Mr. Palmer’s pamphlet, Mr. Ward 
(for some time, we believe, the editor of that periodical, 
and author of the greater part of the obnoxious ar- 
ticles) has recently published a volume, which may be 
considered the latest ‘development’ of all. His con- 
duct offers a practical exemplification of the principles 
of the ‘ Tracts,’ of the most odious kind, and justifies 
the worst fears that were ever expressed or enter- 
tained of their tendency. 
_ The extent to which he carries his principles of 
subscription may be estimated, when we mention 
that, amongst other things, he explains away the 
natural sense of the Twelfth Article, and avowedly 
subscribes it in ‘a non-natural sense!’—it is 
certain he does it in a ‘non-moral sense; ’f and that. 
he understands the Nineteenth Article, which declares 


* Dublin Review, September, 1843, p, 114. 

‘Our Twelfth Article is as plain as words can make it on the 
evangelical side (observe, in particular, the word necessarily): of 
course I think its natural meaning may be explained away, for I 
subscribe it myself in a non-natural sense.’ — p. 593. 
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‘that the Roman Church hath erred in matters of 
faith,’ to mean —not that the Roman Church hath 
erred in matters of faith, but that some individual 
members of it have departed more or less from the 
faith!* But the following paragraph fully explains’ 
his views : — ‘For my own part, I think it would not 
be right to conceal, indeed, I am anxious openly to 
express my almost firm and undoubting conviction, 
that were we, as a Church, to pursue such a line of 
conduct as has here been sketched, in proportion as 
we did so, we should be taught from above to discern 
and appreciate the plain marks of divine wisdom and 
authority in the Roman Church — to repent, in sor- 
row and bitterness of heart, our great sin in deserting 
her communion, and to sue humbly at her feet for 
pardon and restoration.’ {— Yet, in the same para- 
graph, he tells us with a simplicity truly admirable 
— ‘If it be granted that the aiming at such objects, 
as [I have ventured to put forward as desirable, 
implies of itself no set purpose of Romanising our 
Church, I must beg leave to doubt whether any 
single one of her members entertains any such purpose.’ 
We quite agree with him; if he can get any one to 
concede so modest a postulate, he may well expect a 
cordial admission of the inference. 

Mr. Ward elsewhere contends for his ‘liberty of 
private judgment’ in the following terms:—‘ Let 
Mr. Williams, if he so please, still publish his opinion, 
that human support and human comfort were needful 
to St. Mary after our Lord’sascension. Let Dr. Hook 
continue to call Roman Catholics Mariolaters ; but let 


* “Tt has been considered by some that subscription to our 
Nineteenth Article requires the formation and expression of an 
opinion, that the formal doctrine of the Roman Church is 
erroneous in some particulars; but a very little consideration will 
show that no one is at all committed by this Article to so pain- 
fully presumptuous a sentiment.’ He then gives his interpretation, 
and adds —‘If this appears the solemn annunciation of a mere 
truism, I quite admit that it is so.”—p. 100. 

+t P. 473, 
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others have equal liberty, and with no greater re- 
monstrance, to honour St. Mary as the highest and 
purest of creatures, to regard the Roman Church with 
affection and reverence, and to hold a Pope’s dogmatic 
decree as at least exempt from our criticism and com- 
ment. It is impossible for our opinions to pain them 
more than theirs pain us.’—‘That a sustained and 
vigorous attack on the principles of the Reformation 
is the only course by which this object can be obtained, 
is my deep and certain conviction. I mean an hum- 
ble and religious carrying out of those great prin- 
ciples which the Reformation denied — obedience and 
faith.’ * 

His work is full of pious sentiments on the duties 
of ‘ obedience and faith’ — and both, in his case, are 
of an unparalleled character. His faith is such, 
that he can swear assent to Articles in a ‘non-natural 
sense ;’ and his obedience is such, that he will yield 
allegiance neither to that Church to which he has 
actually sworn it, nor to that which, by his own ad- 
mission, has the greatest claim to it. He resembles 
the wife, who said she was willing enough to obey 
her husband, only she would not be ruled. Disclaim- 
ing the right of ‘private judgment,’ his opinions, 
viewed in conjunction with his position, proclaim a 
mind filled to overflowing with crotchets and incon- 
sistencies. 

The two principal men of the movement are in a 
condition almost equally anomalous. Dr. Pusey hav- 
ing, in the course of his ‘developments,’ affirmed, in 
his celebrated sermon on the ‘Eucharist,’ doctrine 
which the University authorities condemned as hete- 
rodox, has been ordered to expiate his offence by a 
two years’ silence. It is true, he affirmed, with en- 
gaging simplicity, that he was not at all aware of 
having advanced aught at variance with the formu- 
laries of the Church of England. But his opinions, 


* P, 100—588. 
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so far as we can discover them, as well as his par- 
ticular line of defence, we shall more particularly con- 
sider hereafter. 

Mr. Newman having retracted almost all his objec- 
tions to the Church of Rome, from which, however, 
he is still a separatist *, and having not retracted any 
of the severe things he has uttered against the 
Church of England, in which he still remains ; hav- 
ing also, in his zeal for the dark ages, undertaken the 
defence of an indefinite number of primitive and 
medieval miracles, and affixed his editorial zmpri- 
matur on a series of publications advocating the re- 
ligious system of the middle ages, and, amongst other 
things, the supremacy of the Apostolic See, (which, 
nevertheless, he will not obey,) may be considered to 
be by this time a Church of himself; and if he pro- 
ceeds in this felicitous accumulation of paradoxes 
and anomalies, will probably have to employ at last 
language something like that of the philosophic 
mystic of Germany:— ‘There is but one man who 
understands my doctrines, and he does not understand 
them !’ 

Mr. Palmer is anxious to show that, within the last 
two or three years, ‘a new school’ f has been formed 


* 1844, 

{ ‘ Within the last two or three years, however, a new school 
has made its appearance. The Church has unhappily had reason 
to feel the existence of a spirit of dissatisfaction with her prin- 
ciples, of enmity to her reformers, of recklessness for her interests. 
We have seen, in the same quarter, a spirit of almost servility and 
adulation to Rome, an enthusiastic and exaggerated praise of its 
merits, an appeal to all deep feelings and sympathies in its favour, 
a tendency to look to Rome as the model and the standard of all 
that is beautiful and correct in art, all that is sublime in poetry, 
all that is elevated in devotion... .... In conversation, remarks 
have been sometimes heard indicating a disposition to acknow- 
ledge the supremacy of the see of Rome, to give way to all its 
claims, however extreme. .... «. And in the same spirit those 
who are in any way opposed to the highest pitch of Roman 
usurpations, are sometimes looked on as little better than here- 
tics.’ — PatmeEr’s JVarrative, p. 44. 
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at Oxford. Alas! for the rapid changes of the one 
unchangeable Catholicism — the original school is 
but little more than ten years old! — To us, it appears 
clearly enough that the ‘new school’ is but a con- 
sistent and natural ‘development’ (to use once more 
their favourite term) of the ‘old.’ Mr. Palmer seems 
to be unconscious that the more recent extravagances 
are the legitimate, the inevitable fruit of those High 
Church principles — of that reverence for antiquity 
and tradition, which he still continues to extol. Yet 
his own misgivings, soon after his more zealous or 
more persevering coadjutors entered upon their ca- 
reer, and the emphatic predictions of both Protestants 
and Romanists as to the result, ought to have made 
him suspect that his ‘new school’ is but an expansion 
of the ‘old. That he and others had no intention of 
promoting such a result, he loudly affirms, and we care 
not to deny it; that the principles advocated involved 
that result — that they were the acorn, the other the 
oak —is all that we maintain; and this connection, 
long since asserted by almost every one, experience 
has abundantly confirmed. 

To the argument, however, on which we are about 
to insist, it little matters whether Mr. Palmer’s asser- 
tion of a ‘new school’ be correct or not, — whether 
there be one Oxford School or two, or twenty — 
whether recent extravagances are but ‘developments’ 
of the original system, or ‘new formations’ upon it 
— whether there be one pretended system with hope- 
lessly discordant expounders thereof, or diverse sys- 
tems, each pretending to be the only one possessing 
Catholic authenticity. We say we accept either of 
these alternatives ; and, in either case, proceed to ask 
—‘ But what becomes of that fair vision of the one 
indivisible Catholic system, professed by the one 
visible Church of all ages, which was to be so easily 
deduced by the aid of antiquity and tradition; which 
was to require no exercise of private judgment, or 
rather which superseded and forbade it; and which 
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we might have expected that the Oxford School 
itself would have delivered with some degree of una- 
nimity?’ Their positions were sufficiently hazardous 
and self-contradictory even before their present dif- 
ferences. Of that ‘one visible Church,’ as constituted 
by themselves, consisting of Romanists, Greeks, and 
Anglicans, they could not persuade one hundredth 
part to admit that they, the very authors of the fig- 
ment, belonged to the Catholic Church at all — and 
now it appears they cannot agree about the one 
system of truth amongst themselves! Singular illus- 
tration of the infallible guidance of tradition, and of 
the danger of admitting the exercise of private judg- 
ment! ‘Our judge of controversies,’ as Chillingworth 
said of the dispute respecting papal infallibility, ‘has 
become itself our greatest controversy.’ 

Despite the assaults on the Oxford system from 
without, and the formidable symptoms of disorganis- 
tion from within, it has been recently maintained, in 
an elaborate Paper *, attributed to Mr. Gladstone, 
and which bears strong internal marks of his pen — 
having all the cloud-like formation, and unsubstantial 
mistiness of his style — that the cause of ‘ Catholic 
principles’ is still auspiciously advancing. This is 
an assertion which, in the absence of any definition or 
catalogue of these principles, it is of course easy to 
make and very difficult to disprove; for we are too 
familiar with the way in which these vague terms are 
employed by such writers, not to know that they may 
mean anything — and, still more frequently, nothing. 
The diversities of opinion in the party itself, the 
extreme views recently manifested, this writer admits 
and laments ; those who hold them form, he tells us, 
the ‘extréme droite’ of the Oxford School ; unhappily 
too much biassed in favour of Roman Catholicism ; but 
not, it seems, interfering with the progres of the 
true ‘ catholicism.’ ‘When we speak,’ says he, ‘ of 


_ * Foreign and Colonial Review, No. IV. October, 1843. 
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the country and of the Church at large, it is evident 
the body, as a body, moves forward from year to year, 
we might almost say from day to day, in the line of 
catholicism.’ For any definite meaning which such 
cloudy language conveys —and the article is through- 
out. composed in it —it might as well have been stated 
that the nation was moving forward from day to day 
in the line of a transcendental curve; it would have 
conveyed just as intelligible a notion to sober-minded 
readers. 

The fallacy consists in manceuvring, so to speak, 
with the word ‘Catholicism,’ as if it indicated some 
fixed, well-defined point to which all things are tend- 
ing, and then allowing each reader tacitly to substitute 
his own notion of it for a universal one. The fallacy 
proclaims itself the moment we ask —‘ What are Ca- 
tholic principles?’ We then find they are just those 
of the present expositor, whoever he may be. Each 
in turn exercises the calumniated right of private 
judgement, while all, in the same breath, repudiate it. * 

No sooner do we force an answer to this awkward 
query, ‘ What is Catholicism?’ than the treacherous 
unanimity which had been maintained by using cer- 
tain terms without a definite meaning, vanishes in a 
Babel-like confusion. ‘You will find it in its in- 
tegrity, stereotyped in the Tridentine Decrees,’ ex- 
claim the millions of Rome. ‘ You will find no suck 
thing,’ coolly reply the millions of the Greek Church ; 
‘if you want to find Catholicism in its purity, you 
must consult one of our patriarchs.’ ‘ Hither Church 
will indeed answer the purpose,’ blandly admits the 


* So ludicrously do these writers play with this abused term 
‘Catholic,’ that we observe some of them do not scruple to speak 
of the Church as more or less Catholic at one period than another 
(Newman’s ‘Essay,’ p. 35.); forgetting that Catholicism can 
have no degrees, and that the Church must, on their principles, 
be either Catholic or not. It would be just as logical to speak 
of triangles which are eminently triangular, or of a universality 
which is more or less than universal! 
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more advanced disciple of the Oxford School; ‘ but as 
each is apt to include in Catholicism somewhat more 
than is Catholic, you can find it in its purity only in 
the ‘ Oxford Tracts, —with the addition, “if so be,” of 
certain developments, “so to speak,” which the writers 
have, “as it were,” reserved.’ ‘ You will find it there,’ 
whispers a more timid disciple of the same School, ‘if 
you will deduct certain doctrines which they have not 
reserved.’ ‘Grieved and humbled I am,’ says Mr. 
Gladstone, with much solemnity, ‘that our beloved 
friends have gone somewhat beyond that precise point 
at which, undoubtedly, absolute and unchangeable 
Catholicism is found.’ 

Thus each employs the pont Catholicism ’ as Mr. 
Thwackum the term ‘religion.’ ‘ When I mention 
religion,’ says that worthy, ‘I mean the Christian 
religion ; and not only the Christian religion, but the 
Protestant religion; and not only the Protestant re- 
ligion, but the Church of England.’ While each 
abjures his private judgment in fixing this fugitive 
‘ Catholicism,’ we find in fact we have nothing else. 
It is the Romish Church —it is the Greek Church 
— itis Anglicanism —it‘is a species of Anglicanism 
— itis a subordinate species of Anglicanism —— it is 
a theory of Mr. Newman — of Mr. Palmer — of Mr. 
Gladstone — but still, be assured, it is all Catholicism! 

Nor is this all. Many thousands of those au- 
thorised guides of the Anglican Church, whom the 
Tractarians themselves admit to be ‘ authorised,’ ex- 
claim—‘ All these parties are in delusion together. 
Even Mr. Gladstone’s “Church principles” are nothing 
more than ancient superstitions, not only without the 
warrant, but against the whole spirit of Scripture.’ 
Amongst these ‘authorised guides’ are included 
bishops, and even an archbishop; and the same 
sentiments are echoed by many thousands of the 
members of that ‘branch’ of the Catholic Church to 
which the Tractarians themselves belong. 

Such is the answer to the question, ‘ What is 
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Catholicism?’ C"est moi, reply half-a-dozen distinct 
Churches, and half-a-dozen variously judging members 
of the same Church. 

These diversities of result afford an irrefragable 
proof of the futility of the attempt to deduce the one 
Catholic system from antiquity and tradition. The 
attempt is in fact an experimentum crucis; for the 
result, by the very terms of the theory, can be but 
one; all diversity is excluded. The problem is not 
an indeterminate equation; it admits of but a single 
solution. In arriving, therefore, as they have done, 
at different results, these pretenders to Catholicism 
may well all be wrong, for error is infinite ; but they 
cannot all be right, for truth is but one. If it be re- 
plied, that though all cannot be right, one is so, it is 
sufficient to ask, which is in that happy predicament ; 
and whether we are to regard Mr. Ward, Mr. New- 
man, Mr. Palmer, or Mr. Gladstone, as the one in- 
fallible? When these logicians have decided this 
question, (which they well know is but to invite them 
to a restatement of their difficulties,) it will be time 
enough to consider the value of the all-reconciling 
theory. 

Such diversity of result was inevitable. Profes- 
sedly rejecting their individual judgment, these gen- 
tlemen yet had nothing else to trust to. It was still 
a question of interpretation — as much so as with the 
ordinary Protestant — only with the pleasant addition 
that it was to extend over a whole library, instead of 
a book, embrace evidence infinitely more complicated, 
and terminate in but one result. The decrees of 
Councils and the writings of Fathers, as Chilling- 
worth well observed, are at least as difficult to be 
interpreted as the Bible; and it may be modestly 
conjectured, that inspired men could express them- 
selves with as much perspicuity as even a Chrysostom 
or aderome. The theory of the Oxford Tractarians 
—at least as that theory was originally developed in 
the remote antiquity of some seven years ago — only 
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increased the difficulty which they affirm so insur- 
mountable to the Bible Protestant. All this, Dr. 
Wiseman, who is, of course, anxious to arrive at 
something more stable — even an ever-present oracle, 
a perpetual infallible guide — is not slow to perceive 
or admit. ‘Antiquity, as deposited in the writings 
of the early ages, is a dead letter, as much as the 
Bible ; it requires a living interpreter no less. It has 
its obscurities, its perplexities, its apparent contra- 
dictions as much: it requires a guide no less, to con- 
duct us through its mazes. It cannot step in, and 
decide between conflicting opinions and rival claims; 
it can at most be a code which requires a judge to 
apply it. Itis more voluminous, more complex, more 
uncompact, than Scripture ; it needs more some me- 
thodising and harmonising authoritative expounder.* 

Having, in the preceding essay, given more space 
to the subject of Tradition and the Fathers, than is 
usually bestowed upon it even in works which for- 
mally treat of the Oxford Tract system, we do not 
feel disposed to resume it here. In that essay were 
detailed the causes which must inevitably lead to the 
diversities of opinion which have appeared. The 
much vaunted rule of Vincentius Lirinensis was also 
examined; and after our best and, we will add, 
honest efforts to understand and expound it, we were 
compelled to dismiss it as utterly vague and uncer- 
tain. It was shown that, if taken without any limit- 
ations, it is a manifest absurdity ; ; and if with all the 
limitations it requires, as manifest a nullity; that at 
the very best, as fully expounded by its author, it is 
but a barren truism, assuring us that the Catholic 
faith is the faith of Catholics, and reducing the great 
problem we have to solve, to this — ‘ Given the Ca- 
tholic faith, to find it!’ That we have proved this to 
the satisfaction of every unbiassed mind in the essay 


* High Church Claims; or, a Series »f Papers on the Oxford 
Controversy. By NicHotas WisEMAN 1841: p. 37. 
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referred to, we humbly venture to believe. If not, we 
invite a refutation of our reasonings. 

But though there are, probably, few propositions 
out of the exact sciences more susceptible of demon- 
stration than the uncertainty and vagueness of all 
such methods of extracting the one system of Catho- 
licism from tradition and antiquity *, and the impos- 
sibility of obtaining uniform results, the most strik- 


* Next to Chillingworth, there is none of our older authors by 
whom the uncertainty of tradition, and the egregious folly of 
trusting to it, have been more completely demonstrated than by 
Jeremy Taylor, in his ‘ Liberty of Prophesying’ and his ‘ Dis- 
suasive from Popery.’ His learning is so profuse, and his ima- 
gination so brilliant, as to throw into the shade his other splendid 
endowments. But when he does himself full justice, his logic is 
quite equal to his rhetoric.— Of modern refutations of the theory 
of tradition, or some of its main principles, the present contro- 
versy has elicited many worthy of the highest commendation. 
They will, we trust, be useful in promoting the ultimate settle- 
ment of this great question, when the works which immediately 
provoked them are read no more. Archbishop Whately has 
touched on the subject in various publications, with all his cha- 
racteristic clearness, precision, and ability. Mr. Powell’s ‘ Tra- 
dition -Unyeiled,’ with the ‘Supplement, are well worthy of 
general perusal. Dr. Alexander, in his ‘ Anglo-Catholicism not 
Apostolical,’ (chap. ii. sec. 3, 4,) has treated the subject with 
equal skill and moderation. To these authors it would be most 
ungrateful not to add Dr. Conybeare —‘ Bampton Lectures’ for 
the year 1839, ‘Analytical Examination of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers.’ His work is one of the most candid and able we have 
ever read. It incidentally takes up, and with admirable moderae 
tion, the main questions connected with the claims of tradition, 
and the authority of the Fathers; and though the lenience to- 
wards patristic infirmities and extravagances is carried quite as 
far as historical justice will allow, the conclusions arrived at are 
only the more significant on that very account. The work is not 
printed with an accuracy worthy of the Oxford press. ‘To asmall 
list of errata at the end, we have added about a score in the copy 
we perused. This we mention for the sake of one, which, in its 
way, is a literary curiosity. In a note, p. 166, we find an allusion 
to ‘the evocation of the spirit of Saul by the witch of Endor !’ 
It is singular that so gross a blunder should have been written 
and copied by the author—-seen in the proof —seen in the revise 
-~read and re-read by the printer, and yet have passed without 
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ing argument to the popular mind is perhaps the fact 
of the diversities in which the attempt has actually 
issued. There are, first, thousands of unquestionable 
learning, candour, and perspicacity, who deny that 
any stable and uniform system can be deduced from 
such sources at all; and secondly, those who affirm 
that such a system can be deduced, cannot agree 
about what it is. 

As variety of result was inevitable, so none need 
wonder at the successive ‘developments’ to which 
the advocates of the theory have been driven; nor 
that each ‘development’ has issued in a nearer 
approximation to Rome. Rome is, in fact, the only 
port on that open and stormy coast. The period 
ealled ‘ Antiquity’ is so indefinite —the exaggera- 
tions of scriptural doctrines and rites into errors and 
corruptions so gradual— the errors and corruptions 
themselves so concatenated — the citations and contra- 
citations from the Fathers so conflicting — that it is 
much more easy to admit the theory of ‘development,’ 
now so much in vogue, and to regard Romanism as a 
consistent evolution of primitive Christianity, than to 
determine the point at which ‘Tradition’ is ex- 
hausted, and * Antiquity’ becomes modern. Having 
no reason to stop at any one point, these theorists 
are led on, according as caution or zeal predominates, 
from the seeond century to the third, from the third 
to the fourth or fifth, and so on. For this reason, it: 
was stated in the previous essay, that ‘thousands of 
Anglicans were contending for the system of the 


detection. If such errors, one is ready to exclaim, can creep into 
deliberately printed documents, what may be expected from tra- 
dition? 

There are many other works on various points of this great 
controversy (some written by authors im the Church, and some 
by authors owt of i'), which want of space alone prevents us from 
noticing with deserved approbation. Some of the principal were 
mentioned in the preceding essay, and others will hereafter be 
alluded to. The controversy is so voluminous, that it is impos- 
sible for any journal to criticise half the works with which the 
press is teeming. 
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fourth or fifth century, and even there felt their 
footing insecure.’ Not a few have now conceded the 
supremacy of the Apostolic See, and seem to want no 
one thing which should make them return to the 
bosom of Rome, except the troublesome virtues — 
honesty and courage. 

For a long time, indeed, these writers were con- 
tented to use that plausible generality of ‘antiquity,’ 
just as they use the word ‘Catholicism’ —as if it 
were quite determinate, when nothing is lessso. One 
might imagine, to hear some of their expressions, 
that antiquity was as definite a measure of time as a 
century or a day; that there was no more dispute 
about it than about a yard cf tape, or a pound of tea. 
But when we consult Mr. Newman, he sends us away 
disconsolate, by assuring us that the ‘era of purity’ 
cannot be fixed within a nearer approximation than 
four hundred years. Some will perversely take the 
term ‘antiquity’ to mean the first two centuries; 
others, the first three; others, four; and at these 
points pitch their frail tents, perfectly convinced in 
their own minds that there they have found that 
‘Catholic consent’ which excludes all exercise of 
private judgment — of which their own private judg- 
ment is of course their infallible informant. 

The result corresponds. One man adopts this 
‘development’ of the apostolic 700c, as Mr. Froude 
expressed it—-another that. One man clutches a 
fragment of antiquity as a precious prize, which 
another looks at with contempt. Whatever time has 
‘brought down in his huge drag-net,’ as Milton 
phrases it, is carefully raked out of the turbid stream, 
and appropriated by some one or other as a treasure. 
It is a scrap of apostolic doctrine — a sacred symbol 
— a martyr-relic. 

It is very easy for writers, by a careful abstinence 
from definitions, and a tacit reference to their own 
opinions, as if they were a standard, (each man they 


address of course doing the same friendly office for 
H 2 
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himself,) to assume the precise point in the move- 
ment, where alone resides Catholic truth; and on 
each side of which is error, either in excess or by 
defect. This, as already remarked, is the fallacy into 
which Mr. Gladstone has fallen. But there are, in 
fact, a hundred such points, and those perpetually 
shifting. At each stands, for a moment, some one 
who charitably warns those who are in advance, and 
benignly beckons onward those who are behind; 
assuring both parties, that in that very spot where he 
has planted his foot, is the juste milieu — the golden 
mean of Catholic truth. Each man assumes his 
visible horizon to be a substantial limit, and threatens 
those who venture beyond it with the fate with which 
Columbus was menaced by some philosophers of his 
day, —that they will infallibly topple over the world’s 
edge into the infinite void. | 

In fact, however, the whole is in motion —it is a 
caravan of pilgrims, having, of course, its front and 
its rear; and those who pitch their tents at night, 
imagining that they have taken up their abode for 
ever, are by no means certain that they will not be a 
stage nearer Rome before the next sun goes down, 
The confidence which the more moderate may feel, 
that they have attained the place where inquiry 
terminates, and weary faith may repose herself, ought 
to be abated, when they reflect that the originators of 
the movement — those who have studied their com- 
mon principles most intensely — who first expounded 
them — have already gone furthest, and have been 
convinced that the limit of Catholicity still lies beyond 
them. They are surely as likely as any to understand 
the common principles of the party, and upon these 
principles to be in the right. And we firmly believe 
that on those principles they ave right — consistent 
in their progress, though not in any one position they 
have assumed; they must say to Antiquity — 


‘A little onward, lend thy guiding hand 
To these dark steps — a (ttle further on ” — 
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and they will then find themselves, where alone they 
can be fully consistent, within the sheltering embraces 
of their Roman mother. 

At the existence of the now acknowledged tenden- 
cies to Romanism in a large portion of those who have 
advocated the Oxford Tract system, none ought to 
wonder. As we have seen, the difficulties of applying 
their theory —the impossibility of arriving at one 
uniform result —will naturally prepare the way for 
such consequences. To allow weight to the tolerably 
concurrent opinion of antiquity, as a probably correct 
interpretation of some few very subordinate points in 
which Scripture may be regarded as obscure, is one 
thing ; it is quite another to regard it as authorita- 
tive, and that not only where Scripture is obscure, 
but where it says nothing, or even seems to say the 
contrary. Those who maintain this, who believe 
that Tradition affords a supplementary Revelation 
coordinate in authority with Scripture, and who 
attempt to deduce the integral system of Catholic 
Christianity from it, find the difficulties in the 
evidence so insurmountable — such unreasonableness 
in stopping at any one point—such an equality of 
plausible arguments for the doctrines they would 
fain retain, and the doctrines they would fain reject 
— such variations in the views of different advocates 
of the very same principles, that they are apt, in very 
weariness of mind, to throw themselves into the arms 
of that Church where inquiries are silenced, if not 
satisfied, and doubts are extinguished, though not 
solved. The system of the ‘Oxford Tracts’ is in 
fact an inclined plane, and he who plants his foot 
upon it may think himself fortunate, if he does not 
ultimately find himself, after many Bos and 
with much vertigo, at the very bottom. 

This tendency to Romanism has been, doubéilese, 
also increased by the intolerable absurdity of the 
position, which the Oxford ‘Tract system compelled 
its advocates to occupy. According to that theory, 
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the Catholic Church is ONE AND VISIBLE, and consists 
of the ‘independent branches’ of the Romish, Greek, 
and Anglican Churches. Now, the two first, after 
having excommunicated each other, both agree in 
excommunicating the last, and deny it the title of 
Catholic altogether. The Tractarians are equally un- 
successful in gaining unanimous assent to their views, 
even amongst the members of their own ‘branch’ of 
this Catholic Church — thousands of whom, inelud- 
ing, as already said, bishops and an archbishop among 
them, deny both that the Catholic Church és one visible 
community, and that the system of doctrines which 
these divines would impute to it, is a true system. 
The pressure of this difficulty could not but be felt 
by every reflecting disciple of the Oxford Tract 
School; and has, in fact, prompted the most despe- 
rate efforts for relief. Dr. Wiseman has unmercifully, 
but most reasonably, exposed this curious theory of 
hostile alliances; and denies, for Ais Church, any 
knowledge whatsoever of this novel form of Catho- 
licism. Mr. Gladstone endeavours, as usual, to wrap 
up the difficulty in a soft phrase or two — to hide the 
cracks and crevices of the surface, by a glutinous 
varnish of plausible words. He tells us —‘In her 
(the Church’s) apostolically descended ministry, such’ 
as we receive it upon historical evidence, we are to 
acknowledge the organ of her collective action; the 
medium of the intercommunication of those subordi- 
nate, yet also integral members, into which she is 
not separated, but distributed or disposed. * FEx- 
quisite euphemism ! ‘ Distributed or disposed.’ Com- 
munities at open war — mutually anathematised — 
reciprocally excommunicated, are still one community 
— they are only ‘distributed or disposed!’ The 
synecdoche is as bold as Ancient Pistol’s for theft. 
‘A fico for the phrase! Convey, the wise it call.’ 
Surely it is melancholy to find a man, in many 
respects entitled to esteem, and distinguished by 


* Church Principles, p. 314. 
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much ability and candour, thus ludicrously imposing 
on himself. 

From the difficulties in question, the consistent 
Romanist and the consistent Protestant are, at all 
events, free. The former, though the unity of which 
he boasts is specious rather than solid, as many con- 
trovertists have conclusively shown, yet does not 
dream that it can be found in communities that are 
under each other’s anathema. He cannot even com- 
prehend so curious a harmony of discords —a union 
of communities which have no communion —a con- 
federacy made up of nations at war —a body, the 
members of which are absolutely severed; and of 
which, in every sense, it may be said, ‘the left hand 
knoweth not what the right hand doeth.’ This is 
not his notion of organic unity. 

Consistent Protestants again are as little troubled 
with any such difficulty ; for they do not admit that 
there is any one universal wiszble Church at all.* In 
their view all true Christians, of whatsoever com- 
munion, are members of the one universal, invisible 
Church; which consists of the faithful, not only of 
one age, but of all ages, and is gathering to itself from 
the many visible Churches, whatsoever is devout and 
holy in each — to assemble at last in that ‘ all-recon- 
ceiling world,’ where Bossuet and Leibnitz shall dis- 
pute no more, and where ‘Luther and Zwingle shall 


* If there be any point which can be made clear, either from 
Scripture, or from the history of the first two centuries -— and if 
that be not ‘ primitive antiquity’ we know not what is — it is 
the independence of separate Churches of one another. ‘This is 
the conclusion of all the most learned and candid ecclesiastical 
historians — of Mosheim, Gieseler, Augusti, Waddington, Camp- 
bell. It was the conclusion, also, of Barrow and Gibbon ; each, 
in a different way, likely to arrive at an opposite conclusion, if 
truth had not been too strong for prejudice. On this subject the 
reader will find an admirable chapter on ‘ The Holy Catholic 
Church,’ in Dr. Alexander's very able work; he will also do 
well to consult Archbishop Whately’s ‘ Essays on the Kingdom 
of Christ,’ pp. 138, 139. 
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be well agreed.’ —‘ Variations,’ which Catholics pre- 
tend to exclude, but never do, Protestants not only 
admit may exist, but contend that they cannot but 
exist. ‘Their theory is very simple and intelligible. 
They maintain, with Chillingworth, that every man of 
sane mind, who honestly inquires, will arrive at suffi- 
cient truth to save him; that, if there be any one who 
thus honestly inquires, and falls into perfectly invo- 
luntary error, that error will not condemn him; that, 
if a man has not honestly inquired, his error is charge- 
able upon him in the degree in which he has, by his 
own negligence and wilfulness, invited it; that these 
principles have, in fact, secured as great an approxi- 
mation to unity, as the system which, after admitting 
the maxims which must infallibly issue in spiritual 
despotism to attain it, fails to do so; and that, lastty, 
this is proved by the general harmony of Protes- 
tant confessions on points which as much transcend 
‘Church principles’ in importance, as they surpass 
them in clearness. . 

Which of these two views of the subject is the 
nobler, the worthier — which best harmonises with 
the instincts and exercises of Christian charity — 
which affords the more reasonable hope of an essen- 
tial, though not an external union of Christians, we 
cannot now stay to inquire. 

But the Anglo-Catholic finds himself in a desperate 
dilemma, from which both the above parties are free. 
He manages to combine upon his theory every con- 
ceivable difficulty, and to unite all the lofty preten- 
sions of Papal unity, with all the ‘variations of Pro- 
testantism.’ Having defined his one visible Catholic 
Church, ninety-nine out of every hundred of that 
very Church reclaim against its being any such thing. 

If the Tractarians be right, it clearly appears that 
the Catholic Church, so far from being agreed as to 
the essence of its Catholicism, does not even know its 
own mind ; nay, does not even know itself. It is of 
no avail to tell us that there are some points, some 
‘Church principles,’ in which they are all agreed, and 
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that this constitutes them one visible community; for, 
1. Such agreement in some principles can no more 
make separate communities one visible community, 
than the agreement, and on much higher points, be- 
tween the English and Scottish Churches can make 
them one visible community. 2. The allegation is 
not true; thousands and tens of thousands of that so- 
called Church, nay, of the Anglican branch of it, deny 
that the said ‘Church principles’ are any ‘ Church 
principles’ at all. 38. If there be some points in 
which they are agreed, it is equally true that there 
are many more, and those infinitely more important, 
in which Romanists, Anglicans, Episcopalians, Pres- 
byterians, Independents, and Lutherans all agree; and 
these had surely better be made the basis of the one 
visible Church with its many ‘branches,’ if there 
must be such athing. Whether the principles, which 
make a man a Christian, and without which he is 
none, ought not to be a more reasonable basis of 
Catholicity, let every reader judge. 4. If they were 
ever so much agreed in the alleged ‘ Church prin- 
ciples,’ that agreement cannot avail for the purpose, 
or neutralise the distinct assertion of the vast majority 
of the so-called Catholic Church, that such agreement 
is not sufficient to constitute it. By the very prin- 
ciples of Catholicism, that and that only is Catholic 
which is admitted every where, always, and by all; 
hence the very assertion that the principles in question 
constitute the one Catholic Church, cannot itself be a 
Catholic truth. Catholics are allowed, of course, to 
be at variance about what they admit not to be Catho- 
lic, but they must not disagree about what zs. Other- 
wise ‘each branch’ of the Catholic Church is at 
liberty to form its own catalogue of Catholic essen- 
tials; and, as the Oxford divines have done, consti- 
tute their Catholic Church accordingly. And there- 
fore we say to these divines,—5. The points you 
select as Catholic are just of your own arbitrary 
selection, the result of the exercise of your abjured 
private judgment. You have no reason for the limit 


106 RECENT DEVELOPMENTS OF TRACTARIANISM. 


you have found. Why have you not restricted your 
catalogue to the points of agreement amongst all 
Christians, or extended it to those of the Romish 
Church? They reply — because the one embrace 
fewer, and the other more, than the érwe principles of 
Catholicism. ‘Catholicism as defined by whom?’ we 
reply.— ‘By ourselves, to be sure.’ ‘We thought 
so. On what authority ?’—‘On that of the Ancient 
Church.’ ‘What do you call ancient ?’—‘ We do not 
know exactly — something between the third and 
seventh centuries —more or less.’ ‘ And who inter- 
prets, after all, the sentence of antiquity?’ —‘ We do.’ 
‘All just as we supposed,’ we reply, — ‘that is, you 
fix on your own test of Catholicism, and the Romanists 
have just as much reason for fixing on another. And 
yet you are the men who have nothing to do with 
private judgment!’ 

Such is the portentous figment of their one visible 
Church! It consists — of mutually excommunicated 
communities; it is constituted by principles which no 
inconsiderable minority deny to be true; which, even 
if true, the immense majority deny to be the essence 
of Catholicism ; and which, lastly, are determined by 
a small knot of divines in virtue of that private judg- 
ment which they abjure, and in the exercise of which 
they are themselves splitting into opposite . parties! 
Can we wonder that many of the disciples of this 
School feel compelled to go a little further in search 
of that one visible Church which they are persuaded 
exists, and sigh for that unity which they have as yet 
found only in name? 

Let none be surprised, then, at the formation of a 
“new School,’ or the expansion of the ‘old School ;’ 
it matters not which they call it, for the fact of hope- 
less diversities is the point on which we principally 
insist. That fact shows us, that the Oxford theory 
is an ignominious failure: what was earlier predicted, 
experience has now confirmed. Never were there 
more lofty pretensions ; never a more abortive result. 
These divines were to render themselves, and us, 
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independent of the exercise of private judgment, by 
appealing to the oracle of the ‘ Church,’ and we find 
the responses of that very oracle dictated by nothing 
but private judgment; they were to give us a deter- 
minate and infallible draft of the one Catholic system, 
and they give us a dozen instead; they promised us 
absolute unity, and they end in universal confusion ; 
they were to construct a symmetrical fabric on the 
model of antiquity, and they show us a medley of the 
architecture of all ages; they were to ‘build a tower 
whose top should reach to heaven,’ and like those who 
first made such an attempt, they find themselves sud- 
denly paralysed, and for a similar reason; they dis- 
cover that they are babbling all the dialects of Babel. 
Absolute agreement as to what.is Catholic, would 
seem to be peculiarly necessary and becoming in these 
theorists, if it be considered that it is a corollary from 
their system, that the people are to dispense with the 
duty of private judgment. They profess to provide 
each man with an ‘authorised guide’ to religious — 
truth, whom he is implicitly to follow. Now it must 
be sufficiently puzzling even to him who has not yet 
. resolved to take his priest’s ipse dixit for every thing, 
to find so many different versions of the one ‘ Catho- 
licism,’ and so much ‘private judgment’ exercised 
among those who renounce it. But what cruel per- 
plexity does it entail on the thousands in every coun- 
try, who are willing to accept the grateful offer of 
relieving them of the too onerous cares of immortality, 
and to deposit their souls, without further thought, in 
any spiritual bank of decent credit ;— on that large 
class who, to use Bishop Earle’s phrase, ‘are prepared 
to take their religion as part of their copyhold;’ on 
those docile and humble spirits, who only want to 
know what they are to believe, and are ready to 
believe it incontinently! What cruel perplexity must 
it cause in them, to see so many varied and flexible 
forms of Catholicism — to hear what is called mo- 
mentous truth on the one side of the parish boun- 
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dary, denounced as deadly error on that ; — one ‘ au- 
thorised guide’ proclaiming the doctrines of Mr. 
Newman or Dr. Pusey, another expressly contradict- 
ing them; and a multitude of others taking their 
stand at every intermediate point between these ex- 
tremes, and rebuking the excesses on either side. 
Nor does their perplexity end here; for to their as- 
tonishment they are informed that not only are two 
contiguous parishes bound to receive the doctrine of 
two ‘authorised guides,’ who in effect teach contra- 
rieties, but that the authorised guides of the one 
Catholic Church of Romish, Greek, and Anglican 
‘branches,’ are entitled to the same allegiance where- 
ever they are found; that therefore the Romish priest 
is the ‘authorised guide’ to truth in Italy and Spain; 
the Greek priest in Russia; and the Anglican in 
England,— though a Romish priest in England, 
somehow or other, instantly becomes a schismatic. 
So Mr. Gladstone and others affirm, but how it 
happens, they have not clearly explained. On the 
whole, however, it would appear, that it does not 
much matter to which of these forms of Catholicism 
a man belongs; and hence our tourists who visit the 
Continent are told by some Oxford writers, that they 
will there find nothing but Romanism to be the 
genuine Catholic article. 


After diligently reading most of the principal 
works, and no small number of the tracts and pamph- 
lets which this voluminous controversy has produced, 
the strongest and most irrefragable argument against 
‘Church principles’ appears to us, not their absurdity, 
though that is flagrant enough, but their essential un- 
charitableness. We stand absolutely confounded at 
the fatuity of men, who, with the New Testament in 
their hands, profess to be willing to fraternise with 
Rome, but cannot fraternise with Lutherans and Pres- 
byterians ; who affect to consider the points of differ- 
ence between the Church of Spain and the Church of 
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England less vital than those between the Church of 
England and that of Scotland; who, for the sake of 
such a figment as Apostolical Succession, and other 
figments as shadowy, remorselessly exclude a large 
portion of the communities of Christendom from 
the very name, rights, and privileges of Christian 
Churches; who can imagine the great doctrines in 
which both they and their opponents coincide, and 
which form the theme and triumph of inspired elo- 
quence, of less moment than doctrines and rites on 
which the Scripture is ominously silent, or which seem 
tostand in shocking contrast to the moral grandeur and 
magnanimous spirit of the Christian institute. Yet so 
it is: and we need no other evidence of the degrading 
and narrowing effects of such principles than that 
this most melancholy result of them should inspire 
so little sorrow; or rather should be so frequently 
proclaimed more in triumph than with regret. The 
generality of the Oxford School proclaim the conse- 
quences of their ‘ principles,’ not only with an arro- 
gance which ill befits such equivocal conclusions ; but 
without a particle of the sorrow which, if true, they 
would naturally excite in the breast of every benevolent 
man. There is only one exception to this remark, so 
far as we recollect, and that is Mr. Gladstone. He 
is so impressed with the importance of rescuing, if 
possible, his cherished ‘Church Principles’ from the 
charge of uncharitableness, that he returns once and 
again to the attempt; and, however futile his argu- 
ments, we honour the feeling which prompts them. 
If he at length joins his fellow-disciples in stabbing 
charity to the heart, it is with an averted eye and a 
reluctant hand — with something of the yearning with 
which Agamemnon may be supposed to have sacrificed 
his Iphigenia. 
"AAN’ Hkomev yap eis avayKaias TUXasS 
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This renitency of Mr. Gladstone’s to accept, with- 

out an effort to alleviate them, the consequences of 
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his Church Principles, is the more remarkable, that in 
general he does not, any more than his friends of the 
‘ Tracts,’ hesitate to glide away from any real objec- 
tion, and evade any real difficulty. In truth, he 
usually selects the very weakest arguments to exer- 
cise his prowess upon ; he acts on the prudent advice 
given by the rabble to Ivanhoe: ‘Touch the Hos- 
pitaller’s shield — he is your cheapest bargain.’ We 
can attribute his unusual courage, therefore, on the 
present occasion, only to his solicitude to relieve, if 
possible, his hypothesis of a difficulty which his own 
amiable and conciliatory disposition tells him is, if 
real, the greatest difficulty of all. His principal 
arguments may deserve a brief notice. 

He sometimes retorts the charge of intolerance by 
saying, that those who deny Church Principles are 
still more uncharitable, for they deny the Romish and 
Greek Churches to be churches. If there be such 
Protestants, as there undoubtedly are, they would 
reply that it is not for professing ‘ Church principles,’ 
(which would be the parallel case), that they deny 
the title of Christian Churches to these corrupt com- 
munities, but far more vital and important rea- 
sons; on account of tremendous abuses which — 
whether the charge of such abuses be well-founded 
or not —are of infinitely greater moment than the 
nonsense of Apostolical Succession. But we may say 
more. To the great bulk of Protestants the retort is 
indeed telum imbelle. They do not deny that these 
Churches hold what is essential to constitute true 
Christianity, and therefore true Churches of Christ; 
they merely affirm that they hold much more, and 
have incrusted the truth with the gravest and most 
destructive errors. Where is the Protestant who does 
not consider the names of Pascal, Fénelon, Massillon, 
and many more, dear not to Romanism only, but to 
our common Christianity ? 

Another argument, which Mr. Gladstone is fond of 
urging, and which he has treated at length in his 
‘Church Principles,’ is not a little curious. He argues 
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that those principles are not in effect uncharitable at 
all, inasmuch as they do not deprive the opponent of 
any thing to which he lays claim. For example: in 
denying the Presbyterian or Lutheran Churches to be 
true Churches of Christ on account of not having the 
episcopate, he would say that he does not deny them 
any thing they claim, for they abjure episcopacy. It 
must surely have been an unusual stress of weather 
which induced him to seek refuge in such a port. Is 
it possible, we are ready to ask, that Mr. Gladstone 
was unconscious of so transparent a fallacy ? or shall 
we exchange the charge of controversial dishonesty 
for the hypothesis, that his prejudices have wholly 
clouded his common sense, or produced an incurable 
strabismus of intellect? Does it not seem obvious 
that the Presbyterian or the Lutheran would reply, 
“You assume that the “Church,” which is a divine 
institution, and the privileges of which every Chris- 
tian is anxious to claim, is exclusively episcopal ; and, 
in assuming this, you exclude me from it, and there- 
fore deprive me of something I claim to possess. In 
denying my Church to be episcopal, you do me no 
wrong ; indenying my Church to be a Church at all, 
you de me much.’ We will endeavour, if possible, to 
make our meaning stillclearer. The late Dr. Southey 
once ventured on the preposterous declaration, that 
he who was not a Churchman was only half an English- 
man. If a dissenter, indignant at being thus charac- 
terised as a sort of alien, were to complain, would it . 
not sound odd to say, ‘ Friend, I do you no wrong; I 
say you are not a Churchman, and you say the same.’ 
‘True, would be the reply, ‘and in that you do me 
no wrong; but you are pleased to assume that the 
distinction in question is essential to my being an 
Englishman — a title on which I justly value myself, 
—— and in that assumption you do me wrong.’ 

But Mr. Gladstone shall refute himself. He knows 
‘he does not apply his reasonings with equity. He 
every where chafes at the lofty pretensions — though 
far more consistent than his own—of the Romish 
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Church; and bitterly complains of that exclusiveness 
which prompts her to deny the title of a true Church 
to the Church of England. Would he be satisfied if 
the Romanist were to retort his argument, and say, 
‘ Heretic, I do thee no wrong; I deprive thee of 
nothing thou claimest to possess ; thou thyself deniest 
those doctrines which, we affirm, are essential to the 
one only Holy and Catholic Church. The very mea- 
sure which thou, in thy ignorance and presumption, 
metest to thy miserable brother heretics of Germany, 
England, and Scotland — that very measure I mete 
to thee!’ This argument, therefore, relieves not Mr. 
Gladstone’s ‘ Church Principles’ from the blot which 
still stains, and must ever stain them — of extreme 
uncharitableness. In truth, nothing can obliterate it 
— it pervades the very texture of the ‘Church Prin- 
ciples’ themselves, and it passes all the artifices of 
his logic to conceal it. The solvent which would 
obliterate the stain must dissolve the texture too. 
Mr. Gladstone himself seems half afraid of this, for, 
after one strenuous effort of his charity, he exclaims 
—‘ Perhaps, however, it may seem to some that 
under the explanations here suggested, the essence of 
Church principles is allowed to escape.’* Neverthe- 
less, for efforts so seldom made by disciples of his 
school, we honour and applaud him. 

We must not quit this division of our subject with- 
out making one or two remarks on that most daring 
hypothesis of ‘developments,’ as applied to the whole 
history of Christianity, which has been adopted by 
some continental champions of the Romish Church, 
and of which a modification seems much in favour 
with a section of the Oxford School. According to 
this theory, the whole enormous expansion of the 
Papacy is but a ‘development’ of primitive Chris- 
tianity, and the analogy between them is affirmed to be 
that of the germ to the plant, or the infant to the 
man. According to its most eminent expositors, we 
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are at liberty to suppose that many parts of this ma- 
ture and fully evolved Christian System were abso- 
lutely unknown to the founders of Christianity — and 
so far we most sincerely agree with them. We are to 
suppose, that when Christianity ‘was a child, it spake 
as a child, it thought as a child, it understood as a 
child; but when it became a man, it put away 
childish things,’ and amongst other things, we fear, 
the simplicity, innocence, and guilelessness of child- 
hood. ‘The apostolic writings might do all very well 
in the dawn of the Church’s history, but it is in the 
blaze of the eighth, or, better still, the twelfth cen- 
tury —in the age of Gregory VII. or Innocent III. 
— that we are to recognise the meridian glories of 
Christianity ! 

Without charging him with going the full lengths 
of so extravagant a theory, Mr. Newman in one of 
the sermons of his recent volume — that entitled 
‘Religious Developments,’ has conceded enough to 
alarm Mr. Palmer.* The style, as in the other pro- 
ductions of this singular writer, and asin the ‘ Tracts,’ 
generally, is admirably constructed to convey more 
than is expressed — though more than enough for 
any ordinary mind is plainly enough expressed. 

On this theory, as adopted by Romish writers, we 
briefly remark, 1. That it is just a speculation as 
purely rationalistic as any of those which the Church 
of Rome professes so intensely to abhor. Extremes 
meet—and here we find the professed enemies of 
rationalism adopting principles which might delight 
the heart even of a Paulus or a Strauss. But let it 
not be forgotten, that many can play at this game of 
‘developments.’ If those portions of the Romish sys- 
tem may be true, of which Apostles never dreamt, 
why may not similar portions of other systems be 
true? If primitive Christianity was adapted only to 


* Mr. Newman subsequently wrote more largely and more 
decisively on the subject. 
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the exigencies of the then state of the world, why not 
amprove it into other systems as well as that of the 
Papacy? If we are at liberty to assume the truth of 
deductions, unvouched and unproven by revelation, 
what are the limits to be placed on this licence of 
speculation ? 2. The theory is in direct, almost whim- © 
sical, contrast with the old-fashioned methods of de- 
fence which Rome had for ages employed. Its ancient 
defenders used to exclaim, ‘ No innovation —let every 
thing be proved by antiquity;’ and there is no art 
which sophistry can devise, or effrontery practise, 
which has not been employed to make venerable 
documents speak their mind — no violence of exegesis, 
no necromancy of criticism, which has been left un- 
tried, to make the dead Fathers utter, though with 
dire contortions, oracles in their favour. But this 
was often found difficult, sometimes impossible, and 
the theory of development offers a more facile method. 
As to the Fathers — requiescant in pace — we need 
conjure with their ashes no more: let them be left to 
their ignorance of points which it may well be sup- 
posed they could not know. As we possess many 
‘developments’ which they were not blessed withal, 
so our posterity will have an equal advantage over 
us! 38. As this last proposition is gravely main- 
tained, we are disposed to be rather surprised at the 
zeal with which Roman Catholics, and our Oxford 
friends with them, are contending for nearly the 
whole religious life of the Middle Ages. They ought, 
in consistency, rather to have their eyes fixed on the 
future, and indulge prophetic visions of a yet more 
splendid Avatar of Christianity. ‘If you urge,’ says 
Mr. Palmer, ‘ the silence of Scripture or of the Fathers 
and Councils, or their apparent inconsistency with 
Romish doctrines or practices, the reply is at hand — 
“The doctrines or practices in question were not 
developed during those ages.” ‘Thus it is continually 
assumed that Romanism is the development of Chris- 
tianity ; and this assumption apparently rests on the 
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further assumption, that whatever is extensively pre- 
valent in the Church — whatever is allowed or tole- 
rated by her authorities cannot be a corruption.’ * 
This last assertion he of course denies; but we would 
forewarn him that he must take heed — he is between 
Scylla and Charybdis: for, if he admits that there 
have been corruptions so widely spread in the Church 
as transubstantiation, and purgatory, who shall assure 
him that his Church principles — the very proof of 
which is their supposed universality — are not among 
the number? Whether Mr. Palmer chooses to affirm, 
that he knows them to be true, though real corruptions, 
may have been equally universal, or that they, and 
they alone, were truly universal, we know not. But 
it little matters; for all that Mr. Palmer can allege 
for either assertion is, ‘JZ think so, and those who 
think with me think so.’ Very true; and those who 
do not think with you do not think so. We come 
back. again to our old friend ‘private judgment.’ 
Sure we are, he would find it difficult to bring for- 
ward evidence for many of his Church principles 
which would not equally apply to the doctrine of the 
Chiliasts —the administration of the eucharist to 
infants — the invocation of saints — purgatory — cle- 
rical celibacy — and the monastic institute. 


We now proceed to make a few observations on some 
of the specific extravagances into which some of the 
principal leaders of the Oxford School, more especially 
Dr. Pusey and Mr. Newman, have plunged, since our 
former survey of this subject —extravagances which 
hardly leave room for wonder that they should be 
regarded as very extraordinary members of the 
Church of England; or that the School which they 
have founded has exhibited its recent phases; or, 
if Mr. Palmer will, that it has issued in a ‘new 
School.’ 

We commence with Dr. Pusey’s celebrated ‘Sermon 


* Narrative, p. 61. 
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on the Eucharist,’ which, about a year ago, convulsed 
Oxford, and immediately led to those proceedings 
which terminated in a sentence of silence for two 
years. On the proceedings of the University itself — 
whether they were expedient as well as just — whe- 
ther less should have been done, (if less could have 
been done,) or more—vwe shall not trouble our 
readers. They will find a very temperate defence 
of these proceedings in Professor Garbett’s Letter to 
the Vice-Chancellor, elicited by the ‘ Protest’ which 
was presented against them. We meddle only with 
the Sermon itself. 

All persons must have been struck by the contrast 
between the intensity of feeling excited by the de- 
livery of the discourse and the remarkable apathy 
with which it was perused by the country at large ; 
between the rapidity with which ‘twenty thousand 
copies’ of it were disposed of, and the unusually swift 
pace at which it proceeded towards its predestined 
oblivion. Professor Garbett not unnaturally attri- 
butes this to the prompt and vigorous measures which 
were taken to vindicate the insulted majesty of the 
Church; but it may be suspected that this is not the 
whole, nor even the chief part of the wonder. We 
apprehend that the true but humble reason was, that 
the great majority of the twenty thousand purchasers 
found themselves miserably disappointed when they 
came to look into the sermon, and heartily wished 
that the small sum which they had improvidently ex- 
pended thereon were in their pockets again. Obscure, 
and apparently self-contradictory in statement, feeble 
and prolix in style, in some parts a mere tissue of 
scraps anc fragments from the Fathers, and certainly 
not relieved by the soporiferous appendix of some 
sixty pages of tedious citations from English Divines, 
—it may be questioned whether one twentieth part 
of the twenty thousand read a half of it; and it ad- 
mits of no question that those who, like the present 
writer, gave it a patient perusal, form a most insig- 
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nificant minority. In truth, there is no fear of Dr. 
Pusey’s making many proselytes by his writings. All 
his polemical productions are insupportably heavy, 
both in point of matter and style. His page is so 
tattooed with quotations and references, that it is 
hardly possible to discover the native complexion of 
his own thoughts. Many a page of his tedious work 
on baptism is little else than a patchwork of quota- 
tions from the Fathers, flounced with a deep margin 
of references. He reminds us of that class of contro- 
vertists of whom Milton says, ‘When they have, like 
good sumpters, laid you down their horse-load of cita- 
tions and Fathers at your door, you may take off their 
packsaddles; their day’s work is done.’ 

The author of the article which has been already 
mentioned as attributed to Mr. Gladstone says, that 
Mr. Garbett, in his Letter, has not ventured to con- 
trovert one of the positions in the celebrated discourse 
on the Eucharist, and intimates. that it must have 
been because they were incontrovertible. It may be 
supposed, therefore, that this author adheres to Dr. 
Pusey’s views of the Eucharist; to which, indeed, 
from some expressions in the ‘ Church Principles,’ so 
far as we can flatter ourselves that we understand 
them, Mr. Gladstone may be presumed to have little 
objection. But with respect to the above statement, 
we must remind him, that there are other reasons for 
not controverting dogmas, besides that of their being 
incontrovertible. They must, at all events, be de- 
finite; and he who will engage to say what are those 
of Dr. Pusey on this subject, must be a bold inter- 
preter indeed. That they are not those of the Church 
of England, was all that was necessary for his censors 
to affirm. What they are, may well pass their skill 
to decide. When Tertullian declares, that the ‘ soul’ 
is ‘capable of being grasped in the hand, soft, shining, 
transparent, and in form exactly resembling the body,’ 
we may certainly conclude that he did not believe it 
immaterial; but what he did believe it to be, could 
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be known, we imagine, only to Tertullian himself, if 
even to him. 

The case would seem, in brief, to be this. Dr 
Pusey has sworn and subscribed, ex animo, the Thirty- 
nine Articles; of which the Twenty-eighth says, 
amongst other things, that ‘the body of Christ is 
given, taken, and eaten, in the Supper, only after a 
heavenly and spiritual manner ;’ but in his ‘sermon’ 
(in the preface of which he avows, that he receives 
the words of institution ‘in their dteral sense’) he 
declares—‘ To him [the communicant] its [the sa- 
crament’s| special joy is, that it is his Redeemer’s 
very broken Body; it is His Blood which was shed 
for the remission of his sins. In the words of the 
ancient Church, he drinks his ransom, he eateth that, 
the very Body and Blood of the Lord.* .... His 
' Flesh and Blood in the sacrament shall give life, not 
only because they are the Flesh and Blood of the 
Incarnate Word, who is Life, but also because they 
are the very Flesh and Blood which were given and 
shed for the life of the world. .... This is said yet 
more distinctly in the awful words whereby he con- 
secrated for ever elements of this world to be His Body 
and Blood.t. ... Touching with our very lips that 
cleansing Blood’t To these we might also add 
many other expressions equally strong. 

Now, the question is, whether he who holds the | 
latter views can, in any intelligible sense, be consi- 
dered as holding the doctrine of the Church of Eng- 
land? and, on this, issue is joined. Dr. Pusey, in his 
defence, says, that he is quite surprised that he should 
be suspected of any inconsistency with the Church of 
England, as he has said no more than what is war- 
ranted, not merely by many of the ancient Fathers, 
but by many Divines of the English Church itself, 
On which remarkable line of defence it is obvious to 


* Sermon on the Eucharist, p, 18. 
t Ibid. p. 20. t Ibid. p. 23, 
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remark —1. That it was to the Thirty-nine Articles 
that Dr. Pusey had sworn his consent, and not to the 
writings of Laud, Cosins, or Ken. 2. That it is the 
former, and not the latter, that are presumed to con- 
vey the doctrine of the Church of England. 3. That, 
on the supposition that other Anglican divines have 
said the same as Dr. Pusey, it assuredly follows, that 
if he be wrong, they also are equally wrong: and 
that, if he be innocent, they also are innocent; but 
that the plea will avail any further, it is hard to 
perceive —it being neither more nor less than just 
the schoolboy’s argument, that B. did no more than 
A. did, whereupon it requires to be seen whether A. 
did right or wrong. 4. That if Dr. Pusey further 
say, that as they were not rebuked, he ought not to 
be, his censors may well reply, that if the parties in 
question said what he has said, they ought to have 
been rebuked ; but that, as his censors did not happen 
to live two or three hundred years ago, and if they 
had, might not have been in a condition to censure, 
the impunity of the aforesaid parties cannot be charged 
upon them. 5. That after a diligent inspection of the 
passages cited by Dr. Pusey, we find comparatively 
few which at all come up in strength to those which 
are found in his own sermon; while a large number 
are so qualified by the context as to show that, how- 
ever willing the writers might be to hyperbolise on 
the subject of the Eucharist, they were hardly pre- 
pared to stand by a literal interpretation of their rhe- 
toric. 6. That Dr. Pusey does not contend that these 
divines are all consistent with themselves; — they are 
very far from it, in our opinion. Now, it is clear, 
that all such as are inconsistent in their statements 
(and they would include his principal authorities) are 
to be subducted from his catalogue. If A. shall say 
that a thing is white, and also that it is black, what 
right have we to plead his authority for supposing 
him to mean the one rather than the other? Surely 
it is more natural to assume, that he had some method 
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of reconciling his statements inconsistent with the 
absolute assertion of either, or, more probably, did 
not know his own mind at all. 7. That in some of 
the cases to which appeal is made, it is manifest that 
the doctrine of the authors cited, let it have been 
what it may, could not have been such as to afford 
any apology for Dr. Pusey. 

Let us take, for example, Hooker. Dr. Pusey, or 
rather the friend who compiled the appendix for him, 
has given us no less than four pages of extracts from 
Hooker’s writings; but, in the first of them, has 
discreetly stopped short at the very sentence which 
shows incontrovertibly that, be his meaning what it 
may, or let him have no consistent meaning at all, 
his doctrine cannot be the doctrine of Dr. Pusey, or 
any thing-like it. The omitted sentence (concluding 
a paragraph by the by) is as follows:—‘ The real 
presence of Christ’s most blessed body and blood is 
not, therefore, to be sought for in the sacrament, but 
in the worthy receiver of the sacrament.’* Precisely 
the same thing is done in the case of Jeremy Taylor. 
In the very paragraph from which the first extract is 
given, we find the words, ‘Christ is present spiritu- 
ally —that is, by effect and blessing, which, in true 
speaking, is rather the consequent of his presence 
than the formality;’ while the very sentence, at 
which the second citation stops short, affirms that 
there is no more change in the elements at the Eu- 
charist than in Baptism. —‘ It is here as in the other 
sacrament; for, as there, natural water becomes the 
laver} of regeneration, so, here, bread and wine be- 
come the body and blood of Christ; but there, and 
here too, the first substance is changed by grace, but 
remains the same in nature.’ All which expressions, 
and thousands more of the like nature, would seem 


* Ecclesiastical Polity, book v. sect. 67. 
+ Printed, ludicrously enough, ‘ the Java of regeneration, in 
Bishop Heber’s edition of Taylor’s works. 
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only to imply a very obscure way of stating, that the 

formula of institution is not to be understood, as 
Dr. Pusey expressly says he does understand it, ‘li- 
terally.’ * 

But, after all, it must not be forgotten, that this 
Jfascine of citations, however ingeniously interwoven, 
is in truth nothing to the purpose ; the real standard 
of appeal being not this or that divine, or half-a-dozen 
of them, but those documents to which Dr. Pusey has 
sworn. If he may defend himself behind every thing 
which a Laud or a Cosin may have uttered, his shield 
will, indeed, be broad enough! 

Similar observations apply to Dr. Pusey’s appeals 
to the Fathers.. They are not the Thirty-nine Articles 
to which Dr. Pusey has sworn; and afford, therefore, 
about as sound a plea as a rule of Roman law would, 
if alleged against the enactments of our own. Nor is 
this all; the Fathers are themselves most obscure, in- 
consistent, and contradictory on this question; as all 
who have waded through any of the principal contro- 
versial works of Romanists and Protestants on the 
subject of Transubstantiation know full well. We 
have one Father against another, and the same Father 
often against himself. If Chrysostom, in his extrava- 


* Tt may perhaps be said that, as Dr. Pusey has warned us 
that some of the writers he cites are not consistent with them- 
selves, he was not bound to give their inconsistencies... We 
reply, first, that he was bound not to cite the inconsistent at all 
—since it is impossible to tell in what sense they intended their 
language should be understood ; secondly, that he was doubly 
so bound, when the discrepancies are such as to show, that what- 
ever the meaning of the writers, they could not have had his 
meaning; and lastly, that the studied exclusion of inconsistent 
expressions resembles too much those controversial arts—that 
packing of literary juries—which distinguished the construction 
of the ‘ Catene Patrum,’ and other portions of the ‘ Tracts ;” and 
which compelled Mr. Goode to exclaim —‘ However we may 
account for it, truth has been sacrificed.’ Any fault, however, 
on the present occasion, must not be immediately attributed to 
Dr. Pusey ; it must be charged on the friend, more zealous than 
wise, who compiled the Appendix, 
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gant rhetoric, tells us of the tongue ‘reddened with 
the most awful blood,’ and that ‘to those who desire 
it, He hath given himself, not only to see but to touch, 
and to eat, and to fix their teeth in his flesh;’ he 
kindly balances the statement by saying, that ‘the 
bread is esteemed worthy to be called the Lord’s 
body, although the nature of bread remains in it.’ If 
Tertullian in one place assures us, that ‘believers 
partake of the grace of the eucharist, by the cutting 
up and distribution of the Lord’s body;’ he in another 
also assures us, that the meaning of the Scripture 
phrase, ‘this is my body,’ is, ‘this is the representa- 
tion of my body.’ If Justin magnifies the rite by af- 
firming, ‘that the food which has been blessed with 
the word of blessing from him, is likewise the flesh 
and blood of the same incarnate Jesus,’ he none the 
less affirms, that ‘the eucharist is the commemoration 
of our Lord’s passion.’ 

It may be remarked, by the way, that many of the 
expressions cited from the Fathers are so irreverent 
and absurd, that if they had but occurred in modern 
writers — if they were not covered by the ‘hoar of 
ages ’— Dr. Pusey and his School would, we are con- 
vinced, be the first to condemn them. Strange, we 
are ready to exclaim, that what would be pronounced 
fanatical nonsense in the mouth of a Whitfield or a 
Wesley, is denominated sacred and holy if uttered by 
the lips of Chrysostom or Jerome! Yet so it is; ‘the 
nonsense of one age becomes the wisdom of another, 
and an ancient farthing moulders into infinitely more 
value than a modern guinea.’ 

‘ With sharpen’d sight, pale antiquaries pore, 
Th’ inscription value, but the rust adore ; 
This the blue varnish, that the green endears, 
The sacred rust of twice ten hundred years,’ 

That many of the English Divines, partly partici- 
pating in the solicitude of the Fathers to invest the 
Eucharist with a supernatural character, partly yield- 
ing to the superstitious prejudices which the long 
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triumph of the doctrine of Transubstantiation had 
nurtured, have given expression to opinions quite as 
incomprehensible and transcendental as those of the 
Romish Church, cannot be denied. It is equally clear, 
as Dr. Pusey admits, that not a few are inconsistent 
with themselves, and defy all interpretation. Many 
of them contend, indeed, that there is a ‘real presence’ 
in the sense that Christ is truly present; but then it 
is not a ‘natural’ or a ‘carnal’ presence ; his ‘body’ 
is present, but then it is ‘spiritually,’ ‘ mystically,’ 
present. In spite of all this jargon, one might sup- 
pose, from many expressions, that they, after all, mean 
nothing more than the consistent Protestant means ; 
—that there is no change in the elements at all — 
that the words of institution are to be understood 
figuratively, and not literally —that the bread and 
the wine are but symbols, vividly suggesting through 
the senses and imagination the great and momentous 
truths they commemorate, as also the analogy which 
subsists between the effects of the one upon the phy- 
sical, and of the other upon the spiritual, nature of 
man. Such are some of the expressions of Jeremy 
Taylor, such many of Hooker. Yet is it certain, that 
many of the Anglican Divines contend for something 
much more than this, though they know not what; 
something as perfectly unintelligible as transubstan- 
tiation itself, and which seems, at all events logically, 
to involve it. They use expressions, in fact, which 
irresistibly suggest the idea, that they wish, under a 
cloud of words, to glide away from the controversy, 
and to strike a hollow truce with Rome by the aid of 
an ambiguity. 

They affirm that there is a change, a stupendous 
change, effected in the elements by the formula of 
consecration, but not transubstantiation; those ele- 
ments literally, not figuratively, become the very flesh 
and blood of Christ, while there is no change of the 
natural substance of bread and wine; the ‘body’ ot 
Christ is there, only it is there ‘spiritually ;’ it is 
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‘really’ present, but not ‘corporeally ;’ it is a presence 
not ‘local,’ but ‘super-local,’ — to use Mr. Newman’s 
explanatory jargon in ‘Tract No. 90.’ Now what 
may be the spiritual presence of a body, what ats ‘ sub- 
stantial,’ but not ‘corporeal’ presence*; what it is for 
a body to be not ‘locally,’ but ‘super-locally ’ present, 
is, at all events, as incomprehensible as the Romanist 
proposition of the ‘accidents’ remaining without the 
‘substances ;’ and both alike we may hope to under- 
stand wher we have solved the noted question pro- 
pounded in Martinus Scriblerus, ‘whether, besides the 
real being of actual being, there be any other being 
necessary to cause a thing to be.’ 

Well may Dr. Alexander exclaim, ‘ What between 
the anxiety of the Anglicans to maintain the real 
presence, on the one hand, and their dread of using 
words that would fix upon them the advocacy of 
transubstantiation on the other, their statements are 
to common understandings somewhat impenetrable.’ T 

It is in vain for Dr. Pusey to tell us that such 
things are great mysteries, and that, by the very 
nature of mysteries, they are totally incomprehen- 
sible. We refuse not to believe mysteries, merely on 
the ground that they are such, for we believe many ; 
we ask only the extrinsic evidence that we are called - 
on to believe them; and that the mysteries them- 
selves, though we cannot solve them, should be at 
least capable of being conveyed in terms that are 
neither absolutely devoid of meaning, nor absolutely 
contradictory. 

To deal with the second condition first ; it may be 
affirmed that, in the present case, the very proposi- 
tions are either incomprehensible or contradictory. 
A change, which changes a thing, and which yet 


* See particularly the extracts from Cosin, cited in Dr. Pusey’s 
Appendix. 

t Anglo-Catholicism not Apostolical, p.398. The whole pas- 
sage is well worthy of perusal. 
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leaves it as it was —a change, these are the words, 
by which bread and wine literally become flesh and 
blood, and yet remain bread and wine —a body, 
spiritually present — present, not locally but super- 
locally — are, in any ordinary meariing of the terms, 
either wholly unintelligible or diametrically contra- 
dictory. The Romanist himself is not driven to more 
desperate straits in the management of his theory, 
and can evade objections with a more plausible 
sophistry. When we remind him of Bellarmine’s 
expression, ‘that the body of the Lord is sensibly 
touched with the hands, broken and bruised with the 
teeth ;’ ‘Ah!’ he replies, ‘it is through the medium 
of the sacramental species, — mediantibus speciebus.’ 
As to the first condition; it surely behoves those 
who thrust these metaphysical subtleties into theo- 
logy, and then call them ‘sacred truths,’ to be ready, 
at all events, with that extrinsic evidence which can 
alone justify us in receiving any mystery. To this 
the answer is prompt, —‘It is expressly said, “ This 
is my body;”’ and we admit, that if this expression 
is to be understood literally, the answer is plain 
enough, — so plain that we wonder that any contro- 
vertists should trouble themselves to accumulate 
strong quotations from the Fathers; for scarcely one 
is so strong as the words of institution, and none can 
be stronger. This the Romanists truly allege. And 
the answer to the plea, thus narrowed, is equally 
plain. We say to those who thus reason, — Then 
fairly apply the same reasoning to other passages — 
to the metaphorical language of the Bible generally — 
to analogous expressions of our Lord himself; or as 
fairly show why you do in the one case what you do 
not in the other. Do not interpret Him,— who, 
being the wisest of teachers, and knowing the nature 
of man, employed parable and metaphor more largely — 
than any other teacher ever did, — do not interpret 
Him, on this single occasion, as you never do on any 
other. When our Lord says, ‘I am the vine, —‘I 
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am the door,’-—‘I am the resurrection,’ — or. (to 
adduce passages equally conclusive, though we do 
not recollect seeing them urged by controvertists,) 
when he says, ‘ He that doeth the will of God, the 
same is my mother, and sister, and brother ;” — ‘My 
meat and my drink is to do the will of my Father ;’ 
when he says, on the cross, to his mother, concerning 
John, ‘Woman, behold thy son,’ and to John, ‘ Be- 
hold thy mother,’ not to mention numberless other 
cases; no man feels any temptation to talk metaphy- 
sical nonsense, or proposes to discover any trans- 
cendental mysteries. We conclude, therefore, that 
you find such mysteries in this one passage, only 
because you are resolved to find them there. 

What Selden said so truly of Transubstantiation, 
may be equally said of every other theory which 
depends on the literal interpretation of the words of 
institution, — ‘It is nothing but rhetoric turned into 
logic.’ * 

Meantime, as Jeremy Taylor truly observes, all 
men, in fact, whatever may be their pretences, must 
come to the figurative at last. On the words, ‘ This 
cup,’ &c., he asks, ‘To what can rotro refer but to 
morhpiy, “this cup,” and let whatsoever sense be 
affixed to it afterwards, if it do not suppose a figure, 
then there is no such thing as figures, or words, or 
truth, or things.’ t He afterwards affirms and shows, 
‘that there is in the words of institution such a heap 
of tropes and figurative speeches, that almost in every 
word there is plainly a trope.’ t 

Dr. Pusey bears the general character of an amiable 
and modest man. We regret, in common with Pro- 


* The remarks on Dr. Pusey’s Sermon were written before 
the valuable pamphlet of Professor Lee attracted our notice. 
His views of the inconclusiveness of Dr. Pusey’s defence, and of 
the fallacy of his ecatena, coincide with our own: and his de- 
nunciation of the whole Oxford system is equally honest and 
eloquent. 

+ On Transubstantiation, sect. 5. t Ibid. sect. 6. 
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fessor Garbett, that he should, in the preface to his 
Sermon *, have departed from his usual character. 
He talks of the opposition or ridicule which his theory 
of the Eucharist may meet with as blasphemy and 
profanity. Nota shadow of a misgiving does he seem 
to have, that he may by possibility be mistaken, or 
that a doctrine which his fellow Christians, members 
of the very same Church, are either constrained to 
denominate jargon, or, so far as they can catch a 
glimpse of his meaning, to denounce as contrary to 
the very Articles to which he has sworn assent, can 
be any other than absolute truth. The whole opening 
paragraph is worthy rather of Hildebrand than of 
Dr. Pusey. But we forbear to comment longer on 
this mournful spectacle, and content ourselves with 
recommending to the attention of our readers the mild 
and dignified rebuke of Professor Garbett. 

With regard to the charge of ‘blasphemy and pro- 
fanity,’ so lightly preferred against those who merely 
question Dr. Pusey’s infallibility, it is to be hoped 
that no conscientious man will hesitate freely to 
denounce, and, if necessary, ridicule, what he sincerely 
believes most pernicious ‘nonsense,’ merely because 
some are pleased to call it a ‘sacred mystery.’ In- 
effably painful as it may be toa devout mind to speak 
of follies, which even touch on subjects truly sacred, 
in the terms they deserve, still it is only the more 
necessary from that very connexion; and on them be 
the scandal who create the necessity. ‘If to do this 
be ‘blasphemy,’ there is an ample warrant in the 
conduct of some of the best of the Anglican Divines, 
who, in dealing with transubstantiation, (which can- 


* ¢Tt is with pain that the following Sermon is published. 
For it is impossible for any one not to foresee one portion of its 
effects ; what floods, namely, of blasphemy against holy truth 
will be poured forth by the infidel, or heretical, or secular anti- 
religious papers with which our Church and country are at this 
time afflicted. It is like casting, with one’s own hands, that 
which is most sacred, to be outraged and profaned.’ — Preface. 
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not be less sacred in the eye of Romanists than is Dr. 
Pusey’s theory in his own,) have, as Jeremy Taylor 
expresses it, much of that ‘Macedonian simplicity 
which calls things by their right names.’ We feel 
that we have kept far within the limits of South, who 
calls transubstantiation ‘the most stupendous piece of 
nonsense that ever was owned in the face of a rational 
world;’ and of Jeremy Taylor, who scruples not to 
say, in his long enumeration of its absurdities — ‘ By 
this doctrine, the same thing stays in a place and 
goes away from it; it removes from itself, and yet 
abides close by itself, and in itself, and out of itself; 
it is brought from heaven to earth, and 
yet is nowhere in the way, nor ever stirs out of 
heaven . . . It makes a thing contained bigger 
than that which contains it, and all Christ’s body to 
go into a part of his body; his whole head into his 
own mouth, if he did eat the eucharist, as it is 
probable he did, and certain that he might have 
done.’ In fact, a great part of his treatise on the 
subject, and especially the eleventh section, is con- 
ceived in a spirit of the severest ridicule. But 
probably Dr. Pusey is of the opinion of Clement of 
Alexandria, who condemns laughter zm toto. Verily, 
if laughter be sinful, neither Clement nor Dr. Pusey 
ought to have written. Men may well say, as Pascal 
to the Jesuits — that they are far enough from ridi- 
culing sacred things, in ridiculing such things as Dr. 
Pusey’s theory of the Eucharist —‘Je me suis déja 
justifié sur ces points; et on est bien Cloigné d’étre 
exposé a ce vice, quand on n’a qu’a parler des 
opinions que j’ai rapportées de vos auteurs.’ * 

But whatever the extravagances of Dr. Pusey may 
be, they are not to be compared with those of Mr. 
Newman. The latter advances much more rapidly 
on the ‘line of Catholicism ;’ and if we may judge 
from the extraordinary ‘ development’ which has 


* Pascal’s Lettres Provinciales, No. xi. 
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recently characterised his comet-like career, he must 
surely be now near his perihelion. His recantations 
of his unfilial speeches against Rome, uttered in the 
comparative darkness of a Tractarian, are well known. 
His last volume of sermons, like Mr. Ward’s articles 
in the ‘ British Critic,’ has been received with shouts 
of rapture by the principal Catholic periodicals of 
the empire. In his ‘ Essay on Miracles,’ he has en- 
deavoured to establish principles which would serve 
at once to authenticate the ‘Church system’ of 
the Middle Ages; and tales which have hitherto 
been regarded as the very dotage of superstition, 
are gravely propounded as worthy of all belief and 
reverence. ‘These principles have already been ap- 
plied in the series of ‘ Lives of the English Saints,’ 
now in course of publication, under his auspices and 
with his approbation ; in which the monasticism, the 
pilgrimages, the miracles, the superstitions, and, in a 
word, the whole religious life of the Middle Ages are 
recommended to our faith and veneration. 

Certainly the most conclusive method of maintain- 
ing the ‘Church system,’ is by affirming the quasi- 
inspiration of the men who developed it, and the 
miraculous attestations with which their doctrine has 
been confirmed. Towards the former, an initial 
attempt was made in ‘ Tract 89.,’ ‘On the Mysticism 
of the Fathers,’ in which so many of the stupendous 
errors of patristic allegory are not only defended but 
eulogised. Of interpretations, which, apart from 
inspiration, no man could have imagined to be war- 
ranted by the text, and which, except on that sup- 
position, must seem the merest dreams of a crazed 
fancy, it is said, ‘the holy Fathers well knew what 
they were about; they proceeded in interpreting 
Scripture on the surest ground—the warrant of 
Scripture itself in analogous cases.’ ‘This, it will be 
recollected, applies to examples no less fanciful than 
that by which the ‘five barley loaves’ in the miracle, 

K 
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are by some made to represent ‘the five senses;’ and 
by others, the ‘five books of Moses!’ 

Now, to justify the Fathers because they imitate 
inspired men in doing what only inspiration can 
enable men to do, is to attribute to them — what some 
of them indeed, on particular occasions, are not slow 
to attribute to themselves — the gift of inspiration. 

The same desperate courage which led the writer 
of the above tract to claim preternatural wisdom for 
an indefinite portion of the worst inanities of patristic 
allegory, and to convert the very babblings of dotage 
into proofs of a quasi-inspiration, has led Mr. New- 
man to patronise an indefinite, but very large portion 
of the monkish miracles; — thus boldly accepting the 
challenge of Mr. Baden Powell, in his able ‘ Essay on 
Tradition.’ That gentleman justly contends, that the 
Traditional system requires the attestation of miracles 
as much as that of the New Testament. Very well; 
Mr. Newman has consistently provided it; so that 
now the Church system, disclosed by inspired Fathers, 
is confirmed by monkish miracles; and surely they 
are worthy of each other. It is hard to say which 
are more celestial, the allegorical mysteries of the 
Fathers, or the thaumaturgic achievements of the 
Monks. 

Mr. Newman’s ‘ Essay on Miracles’ is prefixed -to 
an English translation of a portion of Fleury’s ‘ Eccle- 
siastical History.’ The essay originated in a bene- 
volent desire to assist the reader in dealing with 
‘those supernatural narratives’ which are so plen- 
tifully spread over the voluminous work of the Ro- 
manist historian. ‘It will naturally suggest itself to 
the reader,’ says Mr. Newman, ‘to form some judg- 
ment upon them; and a perplexity, perhaps a painful 
perplexity, may ensue from the difficulty of doing so. 
This being the case,’ adds the provident essayist, ‘it 
is inconsiderate, and almost wanton, to bring such 
subjects before him without making at least the at- 
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tempt to assist him in disposing of them.’* Some 
may doubt whether it was necessary for a clergyman 
of the English Church to bring the subject before the 
reader at all, in so questionable a shape as that of a 
Romanist’s history ; but having chosen to conduct us 
into a labyrinth, it was kind to provide us at the same 
time with a clue. Mr. Newman’s benevolence reminds 
us of that of the early settlers in America, who, it 
is said, bestowed inestimable benefits on the abori- 
gines by making them acquainted with certain valu- 
able medicinal agents; and that the aborigines might 
not be ignorant of their obligations, they took care, at 
the same time, to introduce the diseases for which 
those medicines were specifics. 

It should be observed, that Mr. Newman contends 
not only for a multitude of primitive miracles, but of 
medieval miracles also—din fact, for miracles in all 
ages —for ‘there have been at all times true miracles 
and false miracles.’t So that here again we should 
be left in an ecstasy of wonder that he did not repair 
to that Church which, whether any other has the 
like privilege or not, must have had its system thus 
preternaturally authenticated, were it not that he 
leaves us in doubt whether he does not believe that 
the English Church has been favoured with similar 
authentication. Indeed, on his principles, as will 
shortly be seen, it is hard to say what may not be a 
miracle. A page or two shall be devoted to the con- 
sideration of his principles. 

No theist, we presume, can have any doubt about 
the possibility of miracles. He who believes in a 
Creator of all things, can have little difficulty in 
believing that he who imposed the laws of nature, can 
alter, suspend, and dispense with them by His almighty 
will. And if any probable reason can be assigned 
worthy of such an interposition, a philosophic mind 
will allow that it fairly meets the merely @ priort 


* Page xii. ¢ Page xiii. 
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presumption, arising from the admitted infrequency of 
such an occurrence. To infer from that infrequency 
alone that miracles never have occurred, and never 
will, is just as unphilosophic a prejudice as that 
which led the Indian prince,—to employ Hume’s 
celebrated instance, and which, by the by, is sufficient 
to demolish his theory, — to deny that there ever was 
or could be such a thing as ice; a conclusion which, 
however natural to Avs uniform experience, was cer- 
tainly any thing but Baconian: or it is as unphilo- 
sophic a prejudice as that which generally makes the 
young natural philosopher stand aghast when he first 
hears propounded the first law of motion —to him an 
incomprehensible paradox. All such prejudices are 
of the same nature., They lead us hastily to infer 
that that cannot be, which is not familiar to us. 
Purging his mind, therefore, from any such zdola 
tribus, the philosophic inquirer will make the question 
of an alleged miracle simply a question of evidence ; 
and if that be sufficient, he will not reject it, simply 
because it is a phenomenon unfamiliar to him. Nor 
will he forget that there may be cases in which the 
evidence is so strong, that it would be yet more un- 
philosophic to reject the evidence than to admit the 
phenomenon; that it may be, in fact, so strong as to 
allow him only the alternative of admitting one of 
two miracles; —of admitting either a partial violation 
of the laws of the material world, or a total subver- 
sion of the laws of the moral world; which last, as 
operating in a number of minds, are just as invariable 
as the first. If, therefore, (to ‘try the theorem upon 
a simple case,’ as Paley has remarked,) a number of 
men, of previously good character, were all to depose 
to the same facts, not explicable, except on the hypo- 
thesis of miracle; and were to persist in the same 
story, not only without any imaginable motive, but 
against every imaginable motive, separately and col- 
lectively ; under the severest examinations, amidst 
menaces, tortures, and in death itself — we do not be- 
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lieve that there is any sane man in the world who 
would not rather believe in the truth of the facts, 
than in so total a subversion of every principle, both 
of man’s physical and moral nature.* 

But whether we are justified in believing that an 
alleged miracle has occurred or not, will depend en- 
tirely on the amount and quality of the evidence. If 
Mr. Newman’s tests be thought sufficient, we hardly 
know any legend wild enough to.be unworthy of hu- 
man belief. 


* An inability to weigh the force of moral evidence — to see 
when, in effect, it would be a miracle that it should prove false — 
is a striking characteristic of German theologians : they would 
rather admit a thousand moral miracles than a single physical 
one. We not only see this in the writings of Neologians, in 
whom it might more naturally be expected, but even in those who 
have no occasion for such violent hypotheses; those, in fact, 
who admit the most stupendous supernatural events of the New 
Testament, and the truth of the documents which record them ! 
We may instance Neander, who, in his ‘ Geschichte der Pflan- 
zung und Leitung der Christlichen Kirche, and in his ‘ Leben 
Jesu,’ not seldom resorts to most violent methods of interpreta- 
tion, and most improbable surmises, to reduce a miracle to the 
stature of an ordinary event. ‘Thus he thinks the judgment on 
Ananias and Sapphira may be accounted for, by supposing them 
to have died of a sudden pang of remorse, and the shame of 
public detection! Query — What is the probability that two per- 
sons, within an hour or so, each unwitting of the other’s fate, 
should both drop down dead of remorse, for a crime which they 
had not for a moment hesitated to conspire and commit, and 
which they had carried off, up to the moment of detection, with 
unfaltering effrontery ? —In the same manner, we constantly 
find this class of theologians endeavouring to render miracles 
(far less stupendous than those they admit to be truly such) easy 
to Omnipotence —not caring, meanwhile, what burdens of ab- 
surdity, contradiction, and improbability, they lay upon poor 
humanity, by whose agency they are performed, or by whose pen 
they are recorded. It is not a little curious that such universal 
horror of a miracle should be manifested in a country, in which, 
from the days of Paracelsus to those of Mesmer, the wildest and 
most visionary theories of physics have found thousands of cre- 
dulous admirers. On behalf of such theories, many a German 
speculator will exercise a thousand times as much faith as would 
be necessary to make him a sober Christian. 
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Mr. Newman insinuates, with that perilous disre- 
gard of Scripture which will give no little delight to 
infidelity, but which quite corresponds with the tone 
of No. 85. of the Tracts, that if we reject the ‘ eccle- 
siastical miracles,’ we shall be grievously troubled in 
defending those of the Bible. Yet he himself has 
admitted that the latter are precisely catalogued and 
ascertained, instead of being intermingled, like those 
for which he contends, with a vastly greater number 
of admitted impostures; and that they are supported 
by the same evidence which proves all or none, while 
the former are insulated, and supported by various 
degrees of evidence. What is yet more, he has ad- 
mitted the glaring contrast in spirit, tone, and internal 
evidence, between the scriptural and ecclesiastical mi- 
racles; and that, whatever be their external evidence, 
there is the widest conceivable difference in their in- 
trinsic claims to attention. We may further remark, 
first, that if some of the Scripture miracles be wrought 
on occasions apparently as trivial as thousands of those 
which fill the pages of ecclesiastical history, the pro- 
portions in the numbers are altogether reversed ; the 
exceptions in the former case become the rule in the 
latter. The vast majority of the monkish miracles 
are visibly stamped with legendary characteristics, 
which, though difficult to enumerate, are as rapidly 
seized by the mind as those peculiarities of feature by 
which we discriminate one face from another. But, 
secondly, (and this is the chief point,) the compara- 
tively few cases of miraculous occurrence recorded in 
Scripture, which at all resemble those of ecclesiastical 
history, are admitted to be authenticated, not by their 
intrinsic evidence, but by the multiform and inde- 
pendent proofs which substantiate the rest, and, at the 
same time, the system of which they form a subordi- 
nate part. They are sustained only by other facts 
with. which they are in combination; they float, not 
from their absolute buoyancy, but on account of the 
greater specific gravity of the fluid on which they 


, 
RECENT DEVELOPMENTS OF TRACTARIANISM. 135 


rest; just as iron, which will sink in water, will 
swim in mercury. This cannot be said of the eccle- 
siastical miracles; and Mr. Newman in effect admits 
it.* He is, indeed, much more successful in stating 
the objection than in removing it. 

_ But not to dwell any longer on the bearing of the 
general argument upon the Scripture miracles, which 
may safely be left to their proper evidence, we proceed 
to inquire what are the claims of the ecclesiastical 
miracles to attention, and whether they are supported 
by that degree of evidence which justifies the belief 
of them? 

Itis matter of regret that Mr. Newman (by a style 
of logic but too characteristic of him) has kept out 
of sight all the principal arguments which prove, that 
the overwhelming majority of those miracles are so 
evidently fabulous as to make it highly unreasonable 
to affirm that any are not: and that if there be any 
that are not, it is for such reasons impossible to esta- 
blish their actual occurrence. It shall be our en- 
deavour to supply his deficiencies, and to give a fair 
account of the general state of the evidence ; from which 
it will be seen that it is impossible not to regard, with 
the extremest degree of suspicion, the infinitesimal 
minority which might otherwise be thought less sus- 
picious. In order to obviate every cavil, however, we 
will then proceed to canvass the particular evidence 
in one or two of Mr. Newman's very strongest cases, 
and show how utterly inadequate it is. 

A candid mind, after inspecting the general charac- 
ter of the bulk of ecclesiastical miracles, would feel 
itself warranted not only to pronounce on their claims 
to attention, but to decide that any claims to mira- 
culous agency, in ages in which credulity on the one 
band, and falsehood on the other, were so rife, and in 
which such a countless multitude of now universally 
exploded fables could be either forged or believed — 


* P, 25. and in other places. 
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are in an inconceivably greater ratio likely to be false 
than true. The immense number of these miracles 
the very profusion and waste of the miraculous 
energy — the triviality of the occasions on which the 
mass of them were wrought — the mean, the ridi- 
culous, purposes they served — the grotesque circum- 
stances which accompanied their performance — the 
evident marks of fraudulent or legendary origin which 
pervade them — are alone sufficient to:render faith in 
the few which appear somewhat less incredible, one 
of the most difficult tasks ever imposed upon mortals. 
But this presumption is greatly strengthened when 
we consider the general state of the evidence, and 
remember that the four following facts are not only 
notorious, but admitted on all hands, admitted in 
effect by Mr. Newman himself. 

1. It is a curious circumstance, that in the earliest 
remains of ecclesiastical antiquity — where, if any 
where, one might expect the continued exertion of 
those miraculous agencies which demonstrated the 
truth of Christianity — there, precisely, the traces of 
miracles are the faintest, and the claims to their per- 
formance least decisive. Moreover, in those earlier 
remains, the appearances of a supposed miraculous 
character are either just of that species which, in all 
ages, have most easily imposed on the ignorant and 
unreflecting ; which knaves can most easily simulate, 
or enthusiasm most easily mistake, (as in the case of 
the évepyovpevor); * or, when less ambiguous in their 
own nature, are not related by such as pretend to 
have been eye-witnesses, or to give any circumansttial 
statement of them; but are merely reported on that 
loose kind of evidence on which Goldsmith’s mad dog 


* Origen expressly says of the casting out of Devils, ws 
érimay yap idi@rat 7d ToLovToy mparrovct, * The general style of 
the early writers,’ says Middleton, ‘is as vague as possible ; such 
and such works are done amongst us, or by us ; by our people; 
by a few; by many; by our exorcists; by ignorant laymen, 
women, boys, and any simple Christian whatsoever.’ 
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was convicted —‘the report was received from a 
neighbour, who had it from another, who was told it 
from one, who had it on excellent authority.” What 
then are we to think, when, after’a periodof prolonged 
silence —a most unaccountable stagnation of the 
miraculous energy — we find, to our no little wonder, 
that it has become more active than ever; and that, 
too, just when, considering what was its primary and 
express object, as stated in the great volume of in- 
spiration itself, its interpositions would seem least 
necessary. In other words, the miracles are found to 
increase in frequency as Christianity appears to require 
them less. They also appear to increase in precise 
ratio to the growth of superstition and credulity ; till 
at length they are poured forth with such profusion, 
that, if it were possible to credit some of the monkish 
legends, there would seem to be some danger lest the 
very cheapness of the miracles should destroy their 
nature. ‘They become,’ as Jeremy Taylor expresses 
it, ‘a daily extraordinary, a supernatural natural 
event, a perpetual wonder, that is, a wonder and no 
wonder.’ In ancient Athens, it was said, you might 
find more gods than men ; and in likemanner, in many 
of theecclesiastical legends, you will find more miracles 
than ordinary events. Daniel O’Rourke ‘ wondered 
in his mind how an eagle came to speak like a Chris- 
tian ;’ in reading many of the above legends we are 
surprised at nothing of the kind — all our astonish- 
ment is to find a monk speaking like one. 

2. We have the express testimony of some of the 
Fathers — of Chrysostom in particular, most distinetly 
and repeatedly — that miracles had ceased, and that 
events pretending to that character were rather to be 
looked upon as the tricks of jugglers, or the delusions 
of fanaticism. * If, on other occasions, in compliance 


* In one place he says, ‘Why are there not those now who 
raise the dead and perform cures ?’ In another, ‘ Argue not 
because miracles do not happen now, that they did not happen 


138 RECENT DEVELOPMENTS OF TRACTARIANISM. 


with the prejudices of his age, or in compliment to 
the ‘glorious martyrs,’ he is pleased to contradict 
himself, and to proclaim the efficacy of their holy 
relics, or the prodigies wrought at their shrines, it is 
of no consequence to the present argument. It does 
not belong to us to reconcile his statements. It is 
sufficient for our purpose that the evidence is contra- 
dictory. It necessarily involves that evidence in sus- 
picion when we have the declaration of one of the 
best of the Fathers — that it cannot be relied upon. 
We may remark, however, that as the spirit of his 
age, and the rampant demonolatry with which it was 
infected, would naturally have led him to maintain 
rather than impugn the alleged miracles, we can 
hardly account for his doing the latter, except from 
the force of truth. 

3. We know — what ought in itself to be sufficient 
to decide the question — that it was a maxim received 
and acted upon by many of the most eminent of the 
churchmen of the early centuries —expressly de- 
fended by the Alexandrian Clement and by Jerome 
— that fraud was sometimes justifiable for a holy end, 
and that falsehoods were occasionally a valuable 
auxiliary of truth. ‘We would willingly,’ says the 
candid Mosheim, ‘ except from this charge Ambrose 
and Hilary, Augustin, Gregory Nazianzen, and Je- 
rome ; but truth, which is more respectable than thes? 
venerable Fathers, obliges us to involve them in the 
general accusation. We may add, also, that it was 
probably the contagion of this pernicious maxim that 
engaged Sulpitius Severus, who is far from being in 
general a puerile or credulous historian, to attribute 
so many miracles to St. Martin.’ * And we know 


then. In those times they were profitable, now they are not.’ 
Mr. Newman endeavours to reconcile the discrepancies in the 
statements of Chrysostom as well as in those of Augustine on this 
subject, but to us most unsatisfactorily. The reader may judge 
for himself by inspecting the essay, pp. 38, 39. 

* Mosheim’s Ecclesiastical History, vol. i. p. 382. 
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that principles which some did not blush to avow, 
many more did not blush to act upon. Some pre- 
tended to inspiration, and forged revelations ; others 
pretended to divine powers, and forged miracles. Is 
it necessary to add, that this one fact leaves the whole 
mass of ecclesiastical miracles under the very strongest 
degree of suspicion, and advertises us, as it were, that 
if there be truth in any of them, it cannot be esta- 
blished? If similar maxims were discovered in the 
New Testament ;— if we found its writers stating, 
that deceit is sometimes justifiable, and that it is law- 
ful ‘to do evil that good may come,’ it would go far 
to discredit, in all sober minds, the whole pretensions 
of the sacred volume; for what certainty can we have 
that he speaks truth, who in the very same breath 
tells us, that he may fabricate untruths when it seems 
to him good to do so? 

4. Such are the credulity, the carelessness, the in- 
discriminate appetite for wonders, which characterise 
the recorders of even the best attested and most 
venerated of these miracles, that there is not one of 
them who does not relate ten times as many as the 
most egregiously credulous of our times can by any 
possibility receive. Take, for example, Paulinus and 
Augustine, the principal vouchers for the celebrated 
Ambrosian miracles, (of which we shall speak by and 
by ;) such is the easy faith of these worthy men with 
regard to miraculous occurrences, and such their lati- 
tude or confusion of thought, as to what may pass 
for such, that we will venture to affirm, that not even 
the most credulous of their admirers can lay his hand 
upon his heart and say, that he believes that a fourth 
part of the alleged facts ever occurred, or that a fourth 
part of those that did occur were of the nature of 
miracles. Let any one read Augustine’s catalogue of 
those wrought at the shrine of St. Stephen, in and 
about Hippo, and then judge. Nay, Augustine him- 
self complains that his contemporaries, for whatsoever 
reason, could with difficulty be brought to believe 
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them ; and if they did not believe them, he can hardly 
expect more faith in their less credulous posterity. 
‘Non tanta ea commendat auctoritas, ut sine difficul- 
tate vel dubitatione credantur, quamvis Christianis 
fidelibus, a fidelibus indicentur.’ 

Moreover, when we find authors so respectable as 
Jerome gravely telling us of St. Hilarion’s successful 
exorcising of a ‘huge Bactrian camel,’ and of two lions 
benevolently coming to assist St. Anthony in the 
burial of the hermit Paul, (digging a grave for him 
with their feet, and then departing with the blessing 
of the saint,) not to mention a number of similar 
prodigies in that inimitable piece of biography; when 
we find Palladius telling us of a hyena asking abso- 
lution of a hermit for killing a sheep, and of a female 
turned by magic into a mare; Epiphanius, bishop of 
the Cyprian Salamis, assuring us that in his time 
many fountains and rivers were annually turned into 
wine on the anniversary of the day on which our 
Saviour wrought his miracle at Cana in Galilee; 
Kusebius, recording that the pillars in the porticoes 
of the city distilled tears in a remarkably dry season, 
on account of the barbarities inflicted on the Chris- 
tians of Palestine; Athanasius, relating, amidst a 
crowd of similar absurdities, that St. Anthony, hear- 
ing one day a loud knocking at his cell, found a ‘ tall 
meagre person’ there who gave in his name, Satan, and 
that that personage had politely come to beg a truce 
of Christians, whose reproaches and curses, he averred, 
were the more unreasonable, as their universal dif- 
fusion, even in the depths of the desert, had completely 
spoiled his trade, and disarmed him of all power to do 
mischief* ; — when we think of such authors retail- 


* The dialogue between the saint and his visitor is given with 
great gravity, and apparent devotion, by Mr. Newman, p. 30. 
The implied compliment to the monks must be considered a deep 
manceuvre of the subtle adversary, and, as a monstrous fiction, 
was well worthy, we confess, of the father of lies. The whole 
narrative is full of similar extravagances. 
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ing such stories, and that these may be matched by 
thousands more of the like quality — what can we say 
of the trustworthiness of any miraculous announce- 
ments from men who were either so enormously dis- 
honest, or so enormously credulous? It matters not, 
so far as the present argument is concerned, which of 
the alternatives be taken. One of them must be taken 
by every man of our times; for not even a Romanist, 
with the exception perhaps of a Baronius or a Tille- 
mont, will believe one half of these miracles. * 


“ For a detailed and most amusing account of two or three of 
the miracles mentioned above, and of many more which we have 
omitted, the reader may consult Mr. Isaac Taylor’s ‘ Ancient 
Christianity, more especially vol. ii. pp. 233—377. His exami- 
nation of the ancient miracles forms one of the very ablest por- 
tions of his valuable volumes, being conducted with great acute- 
ness and circumspection. Some of his translations are given with 
much spirit, and the running commentary upon them is pleasant 
reading. Our readers may rest assured that the absurdities which 
appear even in that naked statement of the miracles, which is all 
we have space for, will in no degree be diminished by perusing 
their most grotesque details. It might have been objected to Mr. 
Taylor, at the time he published his work, that he was in some 
instances appealing to authorities of unknown date and doubtful 
authenticity, as for example the document ‘De Miraculis Ste- 
phani’—which may have been composed later than the fourth, 
or even the fifth century. But all scruple about adducing these, 
and the like recitals, as bearing on the general evidence for or 
against ecclesiastical miracles, is removed by the subsequent 
‘developments’ of the Oxford divines, who now boldly advocate 
the claims of an indefinite multitude of the medixval miracles, 
or rather of miracles in all ages. This must be acknowledged to 
be a masterly refinement. In another respect, too, they have, we 
apprehend, outflanked Mr. Taylor. He probably thought, that 
to lay bare the frauds and credulity of the ancient Church in 
relation to miracles, was one effectual way of showing the corrupt 
state of the system which produced them, and the folly of taking 
it as a model anda guide. And, doubtless, most sane persons 
will agree with him. He little thought that there were men, 
who, instead of doubting the system from the miracles, would 
discern a glorious harmony between the miracles and the system. 
Mr. Newman seems to have felt the pressure of the argument, and 
in his essay attempts to reply to it; though, as we shall shortly see, 
whether he thinks that the Church system avouches the miracles, 
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Such was the infinite number and the stupendous 
nature of these pretended miracles, that if only the 
hundredth part were true, we may well say with 
Jortin and Middleton, that they utterly eclipse all the 
supernatural narratives of the New Testament. The 
extraordinary ease with which all kinds of diseases 
were cured by the sacred oil, and various other 
equally efficacious appliances of spiritual quackery, — 
well justifies the sarcasm of the former, when he says 
—‘QOne would wonder how the physicians did to 
live in those days, when this effusion of miracles 
seemed to have rendered their art altogether un- 
necessary. ‘They could have had no business except 
amongst pagans, Jews, heretics, and schismatics.’ 

Such is the general state of the evidence touching 
ecclesiastical miracles. It will be observed that it is 
not necessary for us to assert that no miracles were 
wrought in the post-apostolic ages; all we affirm is, 
that the evidence is wholly unsatisfactory, and that 
scepticism with regard to them, is all that the immense 
preponderance of that evidence will justify. If any 
can plead exception, it is the remarkable frustration 
of Julian’s attempt to rebuild the temple. Ifa mi- 
racle, it was at all events wrought, not in suspicious 
connection with monkish superstitions, or in support 
of them, but, as Mr. Waddington justly observes, in 
confirmation of the Christian faith itself, in a most 
critical juncture of its history. Even this, how- 
ever, has been most fiercely litigated; and supposing 
' the main facts true, it becomes very questionable 
whether they are of a nature strictly miraculous — 
an observation which applies strongly, as Mosheim 
truly observes, to the so-called miracle of the ‘ Thun- 
dering Legion,’ as well as to many others.* He him- 
self was amongst the ‘doubters.’ 


or the miracles avouch the Church system, he leaves in notable 
dubiety. If he can but get men to believe the miracles, he well 
knows how all men have ever interpreted such interpositions. 

* The reader will find an admirable and candid statement of 


9 
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But though we might securely rest the question on 
the unsatisfactory state of the general evidence, we do 
not shrink from affirming, that in the individual cases 
best avouched, the evidence is altogether inadequate. 
We will take one of the strongest — that of the Am- 
brosian miracles—and in selecting this, even Mr. 
Newman will not charge us with taking a weak one. 
He, on the contrary, appeals to it with peculiar tri- 
umph. The circumstances were briefly these: — 
Ambrose, Bishop of Milan, in the very crisis of his 
quarrel with the Empress Justina, who had vainly 
solicited one of the churches of the city for the use of 
the Arians, was about to consecrate the sumptuous 
Basilic, afterwards called by his name. The people 
were anxious, as was the custom of those ages, to 
deposit in the sacred edifice the relics of some martyr ; 
for relics had long been the palladium of cities —a 
panacea in all sorts of diseases —the terror of demons 
— the oracle of those who were in any wise troubled 
in mind, body, or estate—and the instrument by 
which had been wrought multitudinous miracles. 
Ambrose, nothing loth, promised to comply, provided 
he could hit upon the genuine article ; and he tells us 
that he instantly had a happy presentiment that so it 
would be —‘Statimque subiit veluti cujusdam ardor 
presagii.’ Just before the consecration took place, he 
was, according to Paulinus and Augustine, (though he 
does not mention it in his own account, to his sister 
Marcellina,) favoured by a vision of the hitherto un- 
heard-of martyrs, Gervasius and Protasius, who, pro- 
pitious to so pious a design as that which filled his 
bosom, sped from the skies to acquaint him with their 
names, date of martyrdom, and place of sepulture. 
He ordered the indicated place to be dug, and soon 
found auspicious signs — ‘inveni signa convenientia’ 
—and at length came to the bodies — ‘two men of 


the arguments for and against the ecclesiastical miracles, in Jor- 
tin’s ‘ Remarks,’ vol. i. p. 247. 
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wonderful stature, such as ancient times produced’ — 
(about two centuries before!) — ‘the bones all whole, 
and plenty of fresh blood.’ ‘Invenimus mire magni- 
tudinis viros duos, ut prisca etas ferebat. Ossa omnia 
integra, sanguinis plurimum.’ The heads were sepa- 
rate from the bodies, and the ground all round soaked 
with blood, which, considering that the flesh had all 
decayed and disappeared, may be considered a com- 
plication of miracles of two hundred years’ standing ; 
unless, indeed, we suppose the blood had been new 
created for the occasion. However that may be, ‘san- 
guine tumulus madet’ — the whole tomb was wet with 
it. As the workmen approached the martyrs’ rest- 
_ ing-place, the skeletons began to bestir themselves in 
such powerful sort, that an urn was thrown with 
violence from its pedestal, and rolled to the sacred spot ; 
and some of the ‘possessed,’ who had been brought 
on such a promising occasion to be exorcised, began to 
howl and scream in most lamentable wise, thus giving 
no less respectable attestation than that of the ‘father 
of lies himself,’ to the power of the glorious martyrs. 
The relics, — blood and bones, — were carefully re- 
moved to the new Basilic, and on the road many 
miracles were wrought on diseased and possessed per- 
sons, who were so happy as to touch them; and such 
was their virtue, that even to touch the fringe of the 
pall which covered them, was sufficient. Amongst 
others, a butcher, named Severus, who had been some- 
time blind, and had, on that account, quitted business, 
at least for all secular purposes, was miraculously 
restored to sight. ‘The pious people were naturally 
desirous that the remains should not be removed till 
the next Sunday; but Ambrose, for some reason best 
known to himself, was anxious to use despatch, and 
would delay the important business only two days. 
The miracles were completely successful. The ‘op- 
posite party ’ derided them as cunningly devised tricks 
—‘ludibria ficta et composita’— the orthodox were 
confirmed in their orthodoxy; and the opportune 
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supply of martyrs’ blood was worked up into a pre- 
cious paste or confection, and distributed in small 
portions over all parts of Christendom ; — each war- 
ranted to possess — which we doubt not to have been 
the case — all the virtues of the unadulterated article. 

On reading this narrative, some will exclaim — 
‘You need go no further —the recital is enough. We 
cannot analyse all the reasons of the impression, but 
the impression itself is instant and indelible.’ Others 
will say, ‘The miracles in their whole circumstances 
— in the purposes for which they were wrought — in 
the entire religious tone and spirit pervading them, 
are so different from those of the New Testament, 
that it is an insult to ask us to believe both.’ Others 
will say, ‘Can we believe in such a complication and 
profusion of miracles, inconceivable under any cir- 
cumstances, in connexion with such a sordid, beggarly 
system of superstition?’ Others again, ‘The whole 
narrative too strongly resembles similar recitals of a 
multitude of miracles of the same ages — miracles 
which every one rejects as either the inventions of 
knavery, or the delusions of credulity; it may be 
safely left to be judged by the general state of the 
evidence, on which you have already said so much.’ 
And we agree with all these; but yet beg distinctly 
to affirm that, judged on its own merits, the case is 
not supported by any thing like the amount and 
quality of evidence necessary to avouch facts only a 
hundredth part so wonderful. Let us look at the 
authorities. They are principally three — Paulinus, 
Augustine, and Ambrose himself. 

Paulinus, the secretary of Ambrose, though a good 
man, was completely enslaved by superstition. He 
had such an appetite for the marvellous, that, as 
already remarked, he has related much which men 
of every party would summarily reject. Similar 
observations, in a certain degree, apply to Augustine. 
Most cordially are we disposed to agree with Mr. 
Taylor, who, on another occasion, represents that 

L 
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Father as the dupe of his own credulity, not the 
machinator of fraud. We must not, however, forget 
the observation already cited from the impartial 
and candid Mosheim. Eminent men of those days 
advocated maxims which, if such an alternative were 
necessary, would render it much easier to suppose 
even Augustine ‘the machinator of fraud,’ than that 
all the prodigies he relates are true. But we are not 
driven to this alternative. Augustine’s credulity is 
sufficient to account for his conduct; and this his 
own credulous recitals of other miracles sufficiently 
prove. As in the case of those related by Paulinus, 
no man believes one tenth of them. 

Why, then, should Paulinus and Augustine be 
believed in this instance? Will it be said that, if 
honest men, the miraculous nature of the facts cannot 
be doubted? So far from it, that there is nothing in 
the facts which might not have been easily managed, 
and with sufficient dexterity to impose on credulous 
simplicity. In other cases, the difficulty is to account 
for the alleged events— supposing them as they 
appeared —by any thing less than miraculous agency; 
in the present case, the only difficulty is to suppose 
them caused by miraculous energy. Skeletons can 
be procured any where, and blood from any butcher, 
for a less price than the restoration of his eyesight. 

But was Ambrose only the dupe of his own cre- 
dulity? We doubt it; and, in justification of our 
doubts, would assign several circumstances not men- 
tioned by Mr. Taylor, nor, so far as we are aware, by 
any other writer in connexion with these miracles, 
though familiar enough to all readers of ecclesiastical 
history. We firmly believe, that Ambrose well knew 
what he was about. He had, as his whole history 
shows, a politic head, and understood thoroughly all 
the arts of popular management. He had been 
educated to the law, and was already holding the 
office of consular prefect of the province, when he 
was summoned, yet unbaptized, to assume the epis- 
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copate. He was, or affected to be, exceedingly re- 
luctant; but all his efforts were of no avail in those 
strange days, when compulsory ordination was not 
an unusual occurrence, and the most extraordinary 
devices were sometimes resorted to by the bishop- 
elect to avert the unwelcome honour. If we may 
believe Paulinus — and he mentions them apparently: 
to his patron’s honour — Ambrose, on this occasion, 
employed some of those little arts of management 
which illustrate his subtlety much better than his 
integrity. He ordered some criminals to be tortured, 
in order to beget a notion of a ferocity of temper, not 
exactly befitting a Christian prelate.* The artifice 
failed. He then ordered that abandoned women 
should publicly repair to him, just to establish a 
character for licentiousness.f Surely he who would 
thus palter with his own character would act a 
becoming part in the forthcoming ‘miracle-play.’ 
But this, too, failed. The accommodating people 
were resolved to have him for their bishop, even 
though he should prove himself not a Christian. 
‘Thy sin be upon us,’ they cried — ‘ Peccatum tuum 
super nos.’ Such acts are not insignificant indica- 
tions of character. 

But again. When a certain bishop had amused 
himself with burning down a Jewish synagogue, and 
the Emperor Theodosius insisted—surely a most 
reasonable demand— that the perpetrators of the 
act should rebuild it, the ‘holy Ambrose’ not only 
wrote a most haughty and unbecoming letter to the 


* «Tune, contra consuetudinem suam, tormenta jussit personis 
adhiberi.,— Paulinus (Vita Ambrosi). 

¢ ‘Publicas mulieres publice ad se ingredi fecit, ad hoc tantum, 
ut visis his populi intentio revocaretur. At vero populus magis 
magisque clamabat — “Peccatum tuum super nos.”’— Jb. Pau- 
linus begins his narrative with a little request, with which the 
reader will find it hard absolutely to comply ; but, so far as these 
incidents go, we may well believe him —‘Quamobrem obsecro 
vos omnes, in quorum manibus liber iste versabitur, ut credatis 


vera esse que scripsimus.’ 
Eee 
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emperor to induce him to reverse his sentence, (itself 
most iniquitous,) but declared, though, in fact, not 
true, that he had instigated the deed. ‘ Quid mandas- 
in absentes judicium? Habes presentem, habes con- 
fitentem reum. Proclamo quod ego synagogam in- 
cenderim ; certe quod ego illis mandaverim: ne esset 
locus in quo Christus negaretur.’ He thinks the 
party accused, even though innocent, would be 
justified in the like course. ‘Ne amittat occasionem 
martyrii, et pro invalidis subjiciat validiorem;” * 
and then exclaims, ‘O beatum mendacium!’ As a 
candid Roman Catholic (Dupin) observes, ‘ Piety 
knows nothing of these “beata mendacia;”’ and it 
may be feared that he who would tell a ‘blessed lie’ 
for the honours of martyrdom, would do as much or 
more on behalf of a less momentous object. 

Further, in sundry of his works, Ambrose has gone 
as far as any of his contemporaries, perhaps further, 
in those perilous apologies for certain moral delin- 
quencies of the saints of the Old Testament — Scrip- 
ture, be it observed, never apologises for them — 
which, we have no doubt, were at once a cause and a 
consequence of that obliquity of mind which fami- 
liarised the maxim, that eminent saints may some- 
times ‘ do evil that good may come,’ and that we must 
not presume to sit in judgment even on their apparent 
enormities. His doings in this respect are thus spoken 
of in Tract 89. (‘On the Mysticism of the Fathers’), 
even by an apologist — ‘Ambrose, who comes as near 
as any writer to a questionable plea from the mystical 
interpretation, as though it in some degree palliated 
the sin.’ 

Such are the authorities for the alleged miracles. 
On the circumstantial evidence we shall not enter; 
though the trade of Severus, the little overdoing in the 
alleged gigantic stature of the martyrs, and the haste 
employed, are surely not insignificant. It is of more 


* Epistola xl. classis 1. 
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importance to observe, that the party of Ambrose was 
the more powerful; that no effectual tests could be 
applied; and, lastly, that the parties asserting the 
miracles suffered nothing by them, and gained much. 
It is now asked, whether the evidence is such as 
would justify us in receiving so stupendous an event 
as a miracle, much less such a complication of 
miracles ? 

Mr. Newman is full of pious horror at the idea of 
the possible machination of these miracles, and asserts 
that those who believe it ‘to be impiety too daring, 
too frightful, too provocative of even an immediate 
judgment, for any but the most callous hearts, and 
the most reckless consciences to conceive it, would 
not believe even, plausible evidence for it.’* The 
answer is very simple, and is one of fact. Eccle- 
siastical history abounds in fictitious miracles; this 
even Mr. Newman admits; and the maxims and 
spirit of antiquity leave us no room to wonder at 
them. One would think that our author had never 
heard of ‘pious frauds.’ Whether Ambrose in par- 
ticular be thought capable of them, will be deter- 
mined by the indications of his character, and the 
known practices of his age. 

We have selected a single case, and thus minutely 
discussed it, because such a course is the most likely 
to strike common minds. Our opponents will not 
deny, that we have taken a very favourable specimen. 
The reader, then, can now judge for himself how far 
he may depend on the recitals of such miracles as 
these, which, together with that Church system out 
of which they sprang, and with which they are so 
closely implicated, this country is invited, in the nine- 
teenth century, to regard with an awful and devout 
reverence. 

The other miracles which Mr. Newman more espe- 
cially defends are, ‘The Thundering Legion ;’ ‘The 
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change of water into oil by St. Narcissus of Jeru- 
salem, to supply the lamps on the vigil of Easter’ — 
on which he characteristically remarks, after Dod- 
well, that ‘the mystical idea connected with the 
sacred lights gives a meaning to it, and particularly 
at that season ;’ ‘ The miracle wrought on the course 
of the river Lycus by Gregory Thaumaturgus’ — in 
fact, as usual, a bundle of miracles; ‘The discovery,’ 
or, as it is often aptly called, ‘The invention, of the 
Holy Cross;’ and ‘The miracle upon the African 
confessors in the Arian persecution, mutilated by 
Hunneric ;’ a miracle by which some szvty men, whose 
tongues had been cut out to the roots, were enabled 
to speak as well as ever all their lives after! 

The arguments by which Mr. Newman maintains 
his general views on the subject of miracles, we have 
no space to notice in detail. In fact, the whole 
essay is one tissue of elaborate sophistry. A few, 
however, which may be dismissed very briefly, may 
give the reader an idea of their general character : — 

‘ It looks like a mere truism to say, that a fact is not 
disproved because it is not proved. . . . ‘ Doug- 
las, in his defence of the New Testament miracles, in 
answer to Hume, certainly assumes that no miracle is 
true which has not been ‘proved to be so; or that it is 
safe to treat all miracles as false which are not recom- 
mended by evidence as strong as that which is ad- 
ducible for the miracles of Scripture.’* Answer: it 
looks like a mere truism to say, that a fact is unproved 
so long as it is not proved. The one truism is as 
good as the other; and neither is of any value in a 
case like the present. ‘The very question is that of 
proof. Whether an alleged miracle ever took place 
or not, is nothing to us, apart from sufficient evidence 
to substantiate it. A miracle not proved is of as 
little force, for any religious purpose, as a miracle 
disproved. The only difference is, as between abso- 
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lute scepticism and absolute unbelief. ‘If it be asked,’ 
says Jortin, ‘when miraculous powers ceased in the 
Church, the proper answer seems to be, that these 
miracles cease to us when we cease to find satisfactory 
evidence for them.’ 

Mr. Newman is so infatuated as to think, that so 
far as antecedent probability is concerned, ecclesias- 
tical miracles are more advantageously circumstanced 
than those of Scripture, because inspiration has stood 
the brunt of any such antecedent objection.* An- 
swer: It is obvious that this advantage, such as it is, 
is more than counterbalanced by the fact, that the 
miraculous agency had been exerted; for it is an- 
tecedently improbable that its prodigies should be 
perpetually repeated, after the system it avouched had 
been once established. 

He asks, ‘How insufficiency in the evidence. can 
create a positive prejudice against an alleged fact ?’ t 
Answer: the evidence does not create the prejudice, 
but is not strong enough to remove it. We sup- 
pose, even Mr. Newman will not deny that some 
events are more improbable than others. For ex- 
ample, that a man should talk without a tongue is not 
quite so probable as that he should talk with it; and 
the very same evidence, we suspect, which would be 
sufficient to induce Mr. Newman to believe the latter, 
would not be sufficient to make him believe the former. 
The spirit of the maxim of Middleton, cited by Doug- 
las, and argued against by Mr. Newman, is acted upon 
by every man of common sense. ‘The evidence de- 
manded for alleged miracles is necessarily higher 
than that demanded for ordinary events. To take a 
practical case. Would Mr. Newman, if told that one 
of his Oxford brethren had, like Martin of Tours, 
commanded a tree, in the act of falling upon him, to 
‘recover’ itself, reel over, and fall on the other side, 
believe him as readily as he would if the same person 
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had told him that the tree fell in the ordinary way ? 
If not, Mr. Newman need not have constructed his 
sophistical objection — that insufficient evidence can- 
not create a prejudice against an alleged fact, but 
must avail so far as it goes. Enough that it is not 
sufficient to overcome the prejudice: where a ton is 
required for an equipoise, an ounce, though it may be 
something towards it, will be very little, and, for 
practical purposes, nothing. The sophism is the more 
flagrant, that Middleton intimates that he means by 
‘insufficient or defective evidence,’ such as ‘justifies 
the suspicion of fraud and imposture:’ not such evi- 
dence as, though slight, is unexceptionable so far as 
it goes, but such as is attended with circumstances 
of a suspicious nature; and even Mr. Newman ad- 
mits * that this is a sufficient reason for doubt or 
denial. Merely defective evidence, he thinks, may be 
the ‘very trial of our obedience!’ If so, he may 
well rank in the very first class in this new school of 
‘ perfection.’ 

Mr. Newman tells us that the feeling in Douglas, 
Middleton, and men in general, respecting the eccle- 
siastical miracles, ‘ turns much less on the evidence 
producible for them, than on our view concerning 
their antecedent probability. We are thoroughly 
convinced, that in the mind of such writers, and of 
every candid inquirer, it will turn equally on both; 
and that, strong as is the adverse impression from the 
a priort improbability of such miracles, it is not less 
strong than is derived from that ragged state of the 
evidence on which we have said so much. 

Mr. Newman frankly admits that an inquirer 
should not enter upon the miracles, reported or 
alleged in ecclesiastical history, without being pre- 
pared for fiction and exaggeration to an indefinite 
extent.{ A candid admission. Nay, ‘he must not 
expect that more than a few can be exhibited with 
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evidence of so cogent and complete a character as to 
demand his acceptance.’ But then, as he says, what 
should hinder the man from believing more? An 
alleged miracle is not untrue because it is unproved— 
nor is it excluded from our faith because it is not ad- 
mitted into our controversy. Some are for our con- 
viction, and these we are to confess with the mouth, as 
well as believe with the heart — others for our com- 
fort and encouragement, and these we are to keep, 
and ponder them in our hearts, ‘ without urging 
them on unwilling ears.’* As the author of Tract 
No. 89. wishes the reader of the Fathers to regard the 
opinion of any one of them, however fantastical, with 
reverence, because ‘it may be:sacred,’ so Mr. Newman 
would have his readers receive miracles, without evi- 
dence, out of awe ‘to Him of whom they may possibly 
be telling.’ If the human mind can but be got to 
this happy pass, such authors well know that there is 
nothing which may not be palmed upon it. 

Mr. Newman frequently insists that there is no dif- 
ficulty in believing the ecclesiastical miracles amongst 
those who admit the Church system. This no doubt is 
very true; but then these miracles are not the evidence 
which confirms faith, but which faith confirms. ‘To 
those who admit the Catholic doctrines, as enunciated 
in the Creed, and commented on by the Fathers, the 
subsequent expansion and variation of supernatural 
agency in the Church, instead of suggesting difficul- 
ties, will seem but parallel, as they are contempora- 
neous to the developments, additions, and changes in 
dogmatic statements which have occurred between 
the apostolic and the present age, and which are 
but a result and an evidence of life.’ t But though 
faith, (in which we quite agree,) seems a pre-requisite 
for receiving the ecclesiastical miracles, it is not diffi- 
cult to see whither Mr. Newman’s zeal tends. He 
knows full well that if he can but establish the belief 
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of any large portion of the ecclesiastical miracles 
especially those in connexion with his favourite insti- 
tutes, he will induce the belief of the divine origin 
of those institutes. So stupendous is the idea of su- 
pernatural interposition, that the unsophisticated sense 
of mankind will immediately connect it with the 
authoritative sanction of the religion which it attests. 
‘These miracles,’ says the ecclesiastical historian, 
Socrates, after detailing some achievements of certain 
Egyptian monks, ‘ prove the truth of the doctrines.’ 
... ‘But,’ adds Jortin, ‘ the difficulty is to prove 
the truth of the miracles to the satisfaction of any 
reasonable inquirer.’ 

This Mr. Newman provides for, by first bespeak- 
ing a sufficient faith in the divinity of the Church 
system. Then, doubtless, after faith has confirmed 
the miracles —the miracles again will confirm the 
faith! Nor have we the slightest doubt that this 
‘ vicious circle’ of argument was often exemplified in 
the history of the early Church. Superstition che- 
rished miracles, and miracles sanctioned superstition. 
They were amongst those things of which Aristotle 
tells us in his Posterior Analytics, ‘ That they reci- 
procally involve one another.’ —"Emoyrat adAjdore 
TO pécoy Kal ot &Kpot. 

The slenderest resemblances will serve Mr. Newman 
for argument. He perceives, it seems, in the mon- 
strosities of the ecclesiastical miracles, as compared 
with those of Scripture, an analogy like that between 
wild and tame animals. As we see in the former 
much that appears bizarre, deformed, ludicrous, (‘if 
the word may be used with due soberness,’) yet doubt 
not that a divine hand formed them, so may it be 
with those eccentric and grotesque movements of 
the supernatural with which church history abounds! 
Unhappily, the analogy fails just where it ought. to 
hold. In the meanest productions of animated nature 
we can discern inimitable proofs of power, wisdom, 
and, to the individual being, beneficence ; but of num- 
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berless miracles it must be admitted, that nothing can 
be traced, supposing them real, except capricious, 
fantastic power. Mr. Newman, indeed, is pleased to 
say, ‘ There is far greater difference between the ap- 
pearance of a horse or an eagle and a monkey, or a 
lion and a:mouse, as they meet our eye, than between 
the most august of the divine manifestations in Scrip- 
ture and the meanest and most fanciful of those 
legends which we are accustomed, without further 
examination, to cast aside.* Let the reader take 
a practical test; let him peruse first the narrative 
of the resurrection of Lazarus, and then Palladius’ 
account of a hyena coming to confess to a solitary the 
crime of having killed a sheep; and then consider 
whether the interval between the lion and the mouse, 
as severally indicating divine power and wisdom, be 
greater than that between the miracles. 

What are Mr. Newman’s notions of a miracle, it is, 
after all, very hard to say: and it can scarcely be 
doubted that he has purposely left them in obscurity. 
In one place, he enlightens us by saying, that if we 
admit the fact of a Divine Presence in the Church, 
miracles then become but the natural effects of super- 
natural agency! This is dark enough; but Mr. New- 
man has involved the subject in a yet deeper cloud, 
by conjecturing, that miraculous interference is not an 
occasional infraction of fixed laws for a high object, 
but part of a system extending through all time — 
operating in these and in the Middle Ages, as well as 
in that of the Apostles. According to this theory, 
miraculous events differ from ordinary events only as 
the movements of some comets differ from those of the 
planets; they have a centre of revolution and deter- 
minate periods of recurrence — only moving in orbits 
less regular and less calculable by science. We rather 
think Mr. Newman will find that they move in enor- 
mous hyperbolas, have passed their perihelion, and 
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will visit our system no more. However, we give his 
conjecture in hisown words. ‘The ordinary providence 
of God is conducted on a system; and, as even crea- 
tion is now contemplated by philosophers as possibly 
subject to fixed laws, so it is more probable than not, 
that there is also a law of supernatural manifesta- 
tions. And thus the occurrence of miracles is rather 
a presumption for than against their recurrence, such 
events being not isolated acts, but the symptoms of 
the presence of an agency.’* 

' Yet is Mr. Newman very accommodating and flex- 
ible in his notions of the miraculous. In his com- 
ment on the miracle of the Thundering Legion— 
which, supposing the facts all true, is not, as he him- 
self admits, miraculous—he says, ‘Nor does it 
concern us much to answer the objection, that there 
is nothing strictly miraculous in such an occurrence, 
because sudden thunder-clouds after drought are not 
unfrequent. I would answer, grant me such mi- 
racles ordinarily in the early Church, and I will ask 
no other; grant that, upon prayer, benefits are 
vouchsafed, deliverances are effected, unhoped-for 
results obtained,’ &c.f Answer: here, as in so 
many places of Mr. Newman’s writings, is the fallacy 
of vague expression. If by ‘ordinarily’ he means 
uniformly and instantaneously he may well consider 
such connexion between ‘prayer’ and its fulfilment, 
though not strictly miraculous, to have all the 
evidence of miracle. His only difficulty will then be 
to prove such connexion. If he does not mean this, 
(and surely he cannot mean it,) the proof of the mira- 
culous character of the events is altogether delusive 
— neutralised by the failing cases; not to mention 
that all religious communities have their thousands of 
cases of special answers to prayer, which, by Mr. 
Newman’s theory, must immediately pass for miracles. 
‘They may, or they may not, in this or that case, fol- 
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low or surpass the laws of nature, and they may do so 
plainly or doubtfully, but the common sense of man- 
kind will call them miraculous.’* At this rate there 
will be miracles enough. What is this but to involve 
the whole subject in the uttermost confusion ? 

But it is in vain to attempt a refutation of all Mr. 
Newman’s sophisms. Almost every page supplies one. 
Suffice it to say, that, on our author’s principles, suf- 
ficient evidence may be adduced in favour of many 
miraculous legends of almost all religions, ancient and 
modern. Are these to be received as true or not? 
If the former, what becomes of the evidence of mi- 
racles ?— what of Christianity itself? If the lat- 
ter, why are the ecclesiastical miracles, standing on 
evidence not less faulty, to be received? 

We will go yet further. If all the legends, and 
legends like them, to which Mr. Newman applies his 
principles are to be believed, there is really no limit 
to which popular credulity may not be pushed; it is 
impossible to say, whether men may not be brought to 
believe such martyrologies as that of the Egyptian 
saint, Apa Till, who, according to an eye-witness, was 
cut to pieces ten times in the course of as many days, 
by the tyrant Maximin, and was every night put 
together again by the angel Gabriel! Nay, we know 
not whether admiring crowds may not hereafter gaze 
with veneration on such precious relics as ‘ Gabriel’s 
feather,’ or gravely listen to some Eulenspiegel of 
future days, who shall tell them that he has ‘some of 
the bottled rays of the star of Bethlehem, and some 
of the sounds of the bells used at Solomon’s temple.’ 

We should not have dwelt thus long on the essay 
of Mr. Newman, were it not related in so momentous 
a way to the ‘developments’ now in progress. The 
principles it lays down are in course of rapid and ex- 
tensive dissemination. In the series entitled ‘ Lives 
of the Saints,’ as well as in many other publications, 
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profound faith and reverence are inculcated towards 
both the miracles of the Middle Ages and the Church 
system out of which they sprang, with which they 
are implicated in many a serpentine fold of fraud and 
delusion, and which they necessarily authenticate. 
The fabulous, monstrous legends connected with the 
shadowy age of Germanus the Gallic missionary to 
Britain, and Alban the protomartyr, are reverently 
commended to our belief, though acknowledged to be 
destitute of all historic evidence. It is the prero- 
gative of faith to receive them without it. 

In the same series, the penances, pilgrimages, mo- 
nasticism, and grotesque and degrading superstitions 
of the Middle Ages, are commended to our ardent 
veneration.* 

The same spirit is at work not only in literature, 
in controversial and pseudo-historical works, in trans- 
lations from Romish missals and books of devotion ; 
it is significantly disclosed in manifold petty but 
practical indications;— in efforts to revive the 


* Of the extent to which Mr. Newman is ready to apply the 
principles of his essay, the reader may judge by the advertise- 
ment to the second number of the ‘ Lives of the Saints, (Family 
of St. Richard the Saxon,) in which he gravely takes under his 
protection the miracles of St. Walburga, and especially that of 
the ‘ miraculous oil,’ which for many a year dropped from her 
tomb —‘ flowing more freely at the time of the blessed sacrifice,’ 
— always evaporating, if handled irreverently — hanging sus- 
pended like a ‘bunch of grapes,’ if there was no vessel to receive 
it, and discreetly refusing to fall into any that was not perfectly 
clean!! The author of the ‘Life of St. Austin,’ after retailing 
the miracles which attended the conversion of Etheibert, speaks 
of the ‘obligation to impress, and, if so be, inflict such solemn 
and mysterious facts upon the attention of a sceptical age.— 
p. 103. A happier expression could hardly have been devised. 

Such is the revived admiration of monasticism, that one of 
these authors commends the hateful practice of consigning 
children to a monastic life, on the sole authority of their parents 
—- one of the most odious abuses of the whole system. — Life of 
St. Stephen, 2,5. He is almost as bad as the holy Ambrose, 
who recommends young girls to retire to nunneries against the 
will of their parents ! 
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honours of the Calendar — in solicitous attempts to 
restore medieval fashions and usages —in modes of 
printing and binding — in a large consumption of red 
ink, vellum, brass clasps, and antique ornaments — 
in a profuse use of crosses and triangles, and other 
Catholic symbols, and, in many instances, in most 
daring innovations on public ritual and worship. 
The Middle Ages have no doubt, and that largely, 
their poetical and picturesque aspects; but is it pos- 
sible, one is ready to exclaim, that any minds should 
surrender themselves to such aspects alone, and that 
history should have read all her sterner lessons in 
vain ? — that the substantial horrors, the degrading 
ignorance and diffusive misery of those ages, should 
all be, not merely mellowed by time, but lost in the 
distance, and only the phases cherished on which 
fancy loves to dwell? So it seems; and thousands 
of the young, the imaginative, and the ardent, are 
ready, on the faith of such representations as those in 
the ‘Lives of the Saints,’ to surrender their reason 
and their common sense to these portentous illusions. 
The Knight of Cervantes never abandoned himself to 
delicious musings on the faded glories of chivalry, 
more wildly than these sentimentalists to visions of 
medizval excellence. It is in vain to reason with 
them: if one speaks of the veriest mummeries of that 
period, it is said, ‘But what a deep feeling of faith 
accompanied these seeming follies!’ Nay, of the 
very crimes of those ages, many would be almost 
ready to exclaim — ‘But with what engaging sim- 
plicity of mind they were committed! ’ 

We cordially pity the man who is so unimaginative, 
that he cannot sympathise with all that is poetical and 
picturesque in the Middle Ages, or enjoy the pleasant 
fictions which may be founded on them; but we pity 
him far more, whose imagination leads him to forget 
the real in the ideal, and who would fain invite back 
the ignorance and superstition, and with them the 
tyranny and priestcraft of the past, because he is 
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enamoured of the beauties of Gothic arches and 
church music. The antiquary dilates in rapture on 
the half-filled moat and the crumbling portcullis, but 
he is not quite fool enough to wish for the restoration 
of that feudal vassalage and tyranny, of which they 
are the memorials. The noble owner can admire 
those mouldering ruins in a remote nook of his 
domain, which mark the site of the Gothic towers 
of his feudal ancestors, and loves to show them to his 
visitors; but he would not much relish the fitting 
them up for present residence. 
‘Here while our squire the modern part possess’d, 

His partial eye upon the old would rest ; 

That best his comforts gave — this sooth’d his feelings best.’ 

In fact, however, there is little reason to be afraid 
of any wholesale restoration of the past by dilettanti 
enthusiasts; for they would be the first to shrink 
from it, could it be recalled. Little accustomed to 
analyse their own emotions, they are ignorant that 
their sensitive imagination, which now luxuriates in 
the pictures of self-created beauty, would recoil from 
the actual deformities of the reality with a corre- 
sponding loathing. They hate the present, principally 
because it is the present ; and love the past, because 
it is the past: if the past could be made the present, 
their feelings would instantly change. 

The author of the life of ‘Stephen Harding, 
Founder of the Cistercian Order,’ commences with 
a sort of whining lamentation, that ‘we cannot give 
up all for Christ, if we would; and while other 
portions of the Church can suffer for His sake, we 
must find our cross in sitting still, to watch in 
patience the struggle which is going on about us.’ 
If we may believe these men, they envy the priva- 
tions of ancient solitaries, and sigh for the sufferings 
of ancient confessors. Now, why cannot they ‘suffer,’ 
except for the very sufficient reason, that they do not 
like suffering? Surely they can surrender the emolu- 
ments of the Church in which they are causing so 
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much scandal, and give honest effect to their con- 
victions, by acknowledging allegiance to the Church 
of Rome * ; they can, if they so please, build log-huts 
with their own hands, live in woods, and play all the 
pranks of asceticism, as well as any of their spiritual 
ancestors. But with all their admiration of martyrs 
and martyrdom, never were men more ignominiously 
exempt from the martyr spirit. They seem to be of 
Uncle Toby’s opinion, as expressed before the tomb 
of St. Maxima, (who, it seems, had been buried two 
centuries before her canonisation, )—‘’Tis but a slow 
rise, brother Toby,’ quoth my father, ‘in this self- 
same army of martyrs.’ ‘A desperate slow one, an’ 
please your honour,’ said Trim, ‘unless one could 
purchase.’ ‘I should rather sell out entirely,’ quoth 
my uncle Toby. 

We would forewarn the young and the ardent, 
that they will no more be likely to attain a correct 
view of medieval religion from such publications 
as the ‘Lives of the Saints,’ than they will gain a 
knowledge of history by reading romances. It is 
possible to relate even facts in such a way as to 
produce all the effects of fiction, by habitual sup- 
pression of other facts vitally related to them, and 
essential to any just inferences from them. It is 
easy to draw elegant pictures of quiet monastic 
solitudes in the depth of forests, and romantic hermit- 
ages on mountain cliffs ; to make sweet music of the 
matin and the vesper-bells; to embellish and vivity 
the scene with processions and pilgrimages ; to strew 
the page which describes them with flowers of 


* Tt need not be said that some have since given at least this 
proof of sincerity ; so far they are consistent: let others imitate 
their example. When the above words were written, there did 
not seem much chance even of the partial and tardy sacrifices 
which have been made, so patiently did our dilettanti martyrs 
bear the inconveniences of their position. Of attempts. to realise 
the envied condition of ancient ascetics and anchorites, the 
public have not yet heard much. 
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rhetoric and pious sentimentalities; and to diffuse 
over the whole the awe of a ‘ Divine Presence,’ and 
its attendant miracles. But if the reader would 
attain a fuller and a more accurate knowledge, he 
must consult some of the living pictures drawn by 
contemporaneous hands; and these, we will venture 
to say, will quickly dispel the illusion. One docu- 
ment of this kind, easily obtained, very brief, and 
deeply instructive, we have much pleasure in recom- 
mending to theirattention. We refer to the ‘Chronica 
Jocelini de Brakelonda,’ originally printed in the 
valuable publications of the ‘Camden Society ;’ of 
which a well-executed translation, in a very cheap 
form, has been published, under the title, ‘ Monastic 
and Social Life in the Twelfth Century, as exempli- 
fied in the Chronicles of Jocelin of Brakelond, Monk 
of St. Edmundsbury, from a.p. 1173 to a. p. 1202, 
Abbot Sampson, the hero of the Chronicles, was, in 
his way, a reformer of the abuses of his monastery, 
and, so far as regards its revenues and economy, a 
very effective one; but, though it is obvious that the 
compiler is partial and lenient — in fact, a panegyrist, 
rather than an historian —and though he evidently 
conceals the more gross abuses which this Luther of 
the Middle Ages was to reform, there is absolutely 
nothing, even after those reforms are effected, which 
brings the narrative within a thousand leagues of 
the sympathies and sentiments of any man familiar 
with the pages of the New Testament. It is difficult 
to conceive, without reading the work, the totally 
foreign air which every thing wears. In relating 
the transactions of one of the wealthiest and most 
powerful religious houses in Christendom, there is 
scarcely an approach, however transient or incidental, 
to a Christian truth, or a Christian sentiment. The 
very name of the blessed Founder of Christianity 
does not once occur; and Scripture, though often 
cited, is constantly cited in some eccentric, often 
absolutely grotesque, application. ‘Throughout the 
whole of Jocelin’s Chronicle,’ says the translator in 
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his preface, ‘the name of our Saviour is never once 
mentioned ; God and St. Edmund, and the Abbot 
and St. Edmund, are phrases of common occurrence : 
indeed nothing short of a narrative of this description 
could fully develop the depravation of the Christian 
religion by the means of saint worship.’ 

Mr. Carlyle, in his ‘ Past and Present,’ speaking of 
Abbot Sampson, remarks, that he was ‘no sham,’ — 
and so far forth as he was a man deeply in earnest in 
increasing the wealth and power of his monastery, 
and in asserting its secular privileges, he certainly 
was none; but of the religious system with which he 
stood connected, and part of which he administered, 
we must profess our unfeigned belief, that a more 
thorough ‘sham’ the sun never shone upon. 

It is our conviction that the attempts to resuscitate 
the effete system of the Middle Ages, to renew its de- 
crepit superstitions, must be futile. It by no means 
follows, however, that the efforts of the party whose 
original principles have legitimately led to these at- 
tempts, can be safely neglected. They have done 
much mischief; and are daily doing more. In spite 
of the present symptoms of disorganisation — in spite 
of a certain amount of reaction, they are still exerting 
a most pernicious influence. It is undeniable that 
their principles have taken a strong hold on the 
clergy, particularly the younger part of the body, and 
through them on thousands of the people. During 
the ten years in which those principles have been 
promulgated, an entire generation of the clergy have 
passed from the halls of the university to the scenes 
of active life, where they are, in different ways, en- 
deavouring to realise their ‘ Catholic ideal.” Even if 
Dr. Pusey and Mr. Newman stand rebuked for extra- 
vagance, or have been visited with censure, they have 
in a good measure effected their object. They will 
survive in their disciples; the flower will not have 
faded till the capsule shall have burst, and scattered 


its deleterious dust to every wind of heaven. 
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It is impossible adequately to describe the various 
distractions with which the Oxford School has ma- 
naged to fill the Church and nation, in its Quixotic 
search for Catholic unity. Not a few, as we have 
seen, openly declare for a surrender to Rome, though 
they are still members of the English Church, and 
avowedly explain away the Articles to which they 
have solemnly sworn assent. By many more, who 
do not go quite so far, we find the more pernicious 
parts of the Romish system eagerly insisted upon — 
for example, clerical celibacy, monastic institutions, 
and the practices of a paltry asceticism.* A still 
greater number are busy in introducing superstitious 
innovations into public worship, which fully proclaim 
the Romanist tendency of the system. There are 
many whose consciences are so tender, that they must 
act in compliance with every obsolete rubric ; and yet 
so accommodating, that they can approve of all the 
latitude of Tract No. 90.; and there are as many more 
who are zealous for rites and symbols which no ru- 
bric sanctions. Amidst crosses, crucifixes, triangles, 
anchors, doves, fishes, and garlands, theology promises, 
like algebra, to be entirely a science of symbols; but, 
unlike algebra, to have nothing to do with demonstra- 
tion. ‘Then there are controversies as insignificant as 
the quartodeciman, carried on with all the bitterness 
of those which originated in the Arian or Pelagian 
heresies. There is the great ‘surplice’ question, in 
which it is disputed whether white or black be the 
most orthodox colour to preach in; there is the great 
‘wax-candle’ question, which again is divided into 
two momentous branches — first, whether there shall 


* It is true, indeed, that from that absence of the heroic spirit 
of which we have already spoken, these last practices are of a 
very moderate kind— humble imitations, at which the ancient 
heroes of asceticism would haye smiled in contempt even in their 
noviciate. Mr. Froude records that he was never so confirmed 
in celestial virtue as to be absolutely impregnable to the tempta- 
tions of ‘roast goose and buttered toast.’ ~ 
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be lights at all, and, secondly, whether they shall be 
lighted. 'To these may be added the great ‘ offertory ’ 
question, and the equally momentous ‘pew and gal- 
lery ’ question. 

Nor are the results of the present movement, to the 
extent in which they may prevail, more degrading 
to enlightened piety, than destructive of all mutual 
charity. Within the Church, it leads to all sorts of 
unseemly squabbles between bishops and priests, and 
between priests and their congregations ; without the 
Church, to the exhibition of principles and conduct 
absolutely fatal, if fairly carried out, to social unity. 
Not only are there instances of maidens sent un- 
married from the altar, because bride or bridegroom 
is found to be not baptismally regenerated — not only 
are alliances advised to be broken off, though hearts 
may be broken at the same time, because one of the 
parties is only a Christian and not a Churchman — 
not only is innocent childhood refused a place in con- 
secrated earth, because it has never been sprinkled 
with the waters of life, by the only fingers that can 
insure them vitality — not only is the repose of the 
sepulchre invaded, and humanity itself insulted, under 
the name of scruples of conscience — not only may 
we sometimes hear bigotry opposing a project of a 
public cemetery, because, horrible incongruity! an 
orthodox corpse and a schismatical corpse may per- 
ehance lie side by side — but we have read pamphlets 
systematically advocating principles which would in- 
volve the complete disruption of all social ties. Kin- 
dred in spirit with these polemical inanities is the 
more dangerous nonsense of a widely diffused popular 
literature, in which the worst animosities of the past 
are revived, only to aggravate the worst animosities 
of the present ; and in which it is hard to say whether 
the perversions of historic truth, or the violations of 
common charity, are the most extravagant. Lastly, 
in the ‘ballads’ of such men as Mr. Neale, a Pindar 
worthy of Tractarianism, we find a bigotry of which 
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contempt itself could say nothing more bitter, than 
that it is in perfect harmony with the doggerel which 
embodies it. 

That there should be some curious oppugnancies in 
the public documents and formularies of the Church 
of England, was to be expected from the circum- 
stances under which the Church was founded, and the 
delicate difficulties which required adjustment; their 
existence may also be inferred from the present ex- 
traordinary diversities of opinion which are discovered 
within her pale. If, however, the articles and for- 
mularies will really warrant all who are now in the 
Church to continue in it—the men who denounce 
‘Church principles’ as fatal corruptions, and those 
who defend them as vital truths — those who affirm 
that the Reformation was a great blessing, and those 
who, with Mr. Ward, think it was a great crime — 
those who have sworn to certain articles in two op- 
posite senses, and some, it appears, who aver that they 
assent to them in a ‘non-natural sense,’ that is, no 
sense at all, —all that can be said is, that the articles 
are indeed ‘articles of comprehension’ (to use a 
favourite phrase of the seventeenth century), but as- 
suredly they are not ‘comprehensible.’ 

In what way men in the peculiar predicament of 
Mr. Ward, Mr. Newman, and many others, ought to 
be treated by the authorities of the Church, it does 
not become us tosay. The matter is gladly left to 
the consideration of those whom it concerns.* The 


* The Archbishop of Dublin, lamenting the want of all 
internal government in the Church, and justly scandalised at 
the ‘dangerous, disgraceful, and ruinous’ spectacle, of men 
subscribing to the same documents in different senses, and in no 
determinate sense at all; charging each other with being ‘un- 
sound churchmen,’ and reciprocally desiring each other to leave 
the Anglican communion, calls for a ‘Convocation, or some 
substitute for it.’ — Charge, 1843. The Bishop of Ossory, on the 
score of expediency, deprecates it. In the present state of 
parties, he fears that it would rather lead to a struggle for 
ascendancy, than prove a remedy for strife. He looks in vain 
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author of the oft-cited article in the ‘Foreign and 
Colonial Review,’ has touched on this subject, and 
his mode of reasoning is most extraordinary. ‘ What 
course, he asks, ‘ will be pursued, what course 
ought to be pursued, towards those propagators of 
Catholic tenets and usages, who do not scruple to 
denounce Protestantism as a principle of unmixed 
evil, ...... who do not dissemble that, in their 
view, Rome, if not a true normal pattern of Chris- 
tianity, is yet the best existing standard, and one 
to which we ought to seek to conform?’* Strange 
to say, he not merely thinks the authorities of the 
Church excusable in ‘ permitting their continuance’ 
in it, but urges the malecontents themselves to re- 


for some Xolus who shall appease the anger of the ‘ luctantes 
ventos tempestatesque sonoras’ of present controversy — 


‘Tlli indignantes magno cum murmure montis 
Circum claustra fremunt’— 


and as he listens to the ominous mutterings even of their 
imprisoned wrath, he fears that such an aperture for their out- 
break as a Convocation would afford, would involve every thing 
in ungovernable uproar. It must be confessed that his terrors 
are by no means chimerical ; that, in the present temper of 
parties, ‘any thing like a calm consideration and satisfactory 
settlement of religious differences’ is out of the question, and 
that the object would rather be ‘to determine which is to be the 
dominant, and which the subordinate party ; if not, which is to 
remain in the Church, and which is to be excluded from it.’ 

Meantime something ought to be done, and must be done, or 
equally effectual ruin will visit the Church in another form. 
The worn-out sophisms by which the clergy have hitherto been 
satisfied to defend Subscription ; by which they have maintained 
that they are consistent in believing inconsistencies; that they 
receive, ‘in the plain grammatical meaning,’ things, some or 
other of which all of them explain away in a ‘non-natural 
sense ;’ and that they believe, ex animo, what they do not 
believe at all— cannot be any longer tolerated. The very 
flagrancy of such conduct as that vindicated in Tract 90., and 
consistently exemplified by Mr. Ward, has tended to disclose the 
enormities of the system, and to show the perils to public faith, 
morality, and decency, which it involves. 

* Pp, 594, 595. 
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main: and the casuistry by which he supports this 
view is not a little curious. He feels ‘ confident that 
their position in the Church of England is securely 
stayed upon the great Catholic principle of allegiance 
to her, as the ordinance of God for the government 
of their souls (!); that they reject with abhorrence 
the temptation to apostatise, and that in their case 
the discharge of the obligation of obedience will not 
be less, but rather more, resolute, because it entails 
another duty of crossing and mortifying their own 
tastes, and in some degree their own affections!’ He 
adds with engaging piety, ‘If their frame of mind 
and opinion, taken together with their circumstances, 
thus constrain them, by practical tests, to concentrate 
themselves with few extrinsic supports upon the 
single and simple will of God (!), this at least cannot 
be denied, that they are pupils in a school of per- 
fection.’* This is, indeed, a view of the case worthy 
of Tract 90. itself; perfectly novel and original. If 
Mr. Newman, Dr. Pusey, and others, can satisfy their 
own consciences of the propriety of remaining in the 
Church, all that men can do is to wonder atit. ‘To 
their own master they stand or fall;’ but to urge 
them to remain in a community in which their acts 
and opinions have given universal scandal— with 
whose articles and formularies sundry of their writings 
(not one of which has been retracted, but every one 
of which has been defended) have been condemned 
by competent authority as hopelessly inconsistent — 
in which Protestants and Romanists alike tell them 
that they cannot remain with honour, and implore 
them, if only for public decency’s sake, either to re- 
tract, if they can, or to separate, if they cannot—to 
urge such men, we say, to remain, and on the ground 
that they are thereby ‘mortifying and crossing their 
tastes,’ that is, mortifying and crossing their con- — 
victions that the Romish and not the Anglican Church 


* oP.5OG; 
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is the true exponent of Catholic Christianity — is 
indeed singular counsel. It sounds in our ears almost 
as if one were to advise a man to mortify the inor- 
dinate love of truth by now and then telling a false- 
hood; or to crucify a passion for extreme sobriety, 
by throwing in the corrective of occasional intoxi- 
cation. This is, indeed, a new species of spiritual 
discipline, by which a sensitive conscientiousness may 
be repressed, and individual convictions of truth 
stifled, in obedience to the will of God! We hope 
that this novel asceticism will not spread; and that 
Mr. Newman and Mr. Ward, and their friends, may 
long be the only ‘ pupils in this school of perfection.’ 

Mr. Gladstone, if he be the author of the article 
alluded to, must be acquitted of all evil intention; 
but the sentiments, however piously expressed, cannot 
be described otherwise than as most pernicious. This 
gentleman has had so much to say of that curious 
thing, a ‘state conscience’—of the existence of 
which, as a real entity, he seems to be as fully per- 
suaded as ever was ancient Realist of his Universals 
— that he is too apt to forget the claims of the indi- 
vidual in the community; and sadly to abate the 
sacred claims of the only Oracle to which man, in the 
last resort, can safely listen. His laxity in this re- 
spect we had occasion to remark, in connexion with 
a passage in his ‘ Church Principles, in which he 
sanctions the individual in acquiescing in doctrines 
and practices which the Church enjoins, though his 
conscience may suspect or believe them wrong.* For 
our parts, we want words to express our abhorrence 
of this doctrine. The only secure principle is that of 
Luther, as so energetically expressed before the Diet 
of Worms —‘ It is not safe to do any thing against 
conscience ;’ or that of a greater than Luther—‘ To 
him that doubteth,’ an act ‘is sin.” Once loosen this 
keystone of practical morals, and the whole arch will 
fall in. 

* Essay on the Right of Private Judgment. 
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Whatever the repugnancies between some parts of 
the formularies of the English Church — and no candid 
mind can deny them —as little can such a mind deny 
that its prevailing spirit is essentially Protestant. 
It is so in its Articles—in any but Mr. Ward’s ‘non-_ 
natural sense’ of them; and, throughout almost the 
whole Book of Homilies, itis even fiercely Protestant. 
Nay, of the fact of its Protestantism, its very ex- 
istence as a separate church—made what it is by 
men, many of whom would have gone further if they 
could, many of whom would not have gone so far, 
and none of whom had any reason for doing the one 
or the other, except their ‘ private judgment’ — is, 
and ever will be, an unanswerable argument. The 
writer, indeed, on whom we have commented, tells 
us, that ‘they [the Reformers] are not authors or 
builders of the Church; they are men whose honour, 
be it what it may, must arise wholly from this, that 
they handed down, in better disclosed proportions, 
that which had been handed down to them.’* But 
then, what determined the measure of their ‘ dis- 
closures,’ and their notion of the said ‘ proportions,’ 
but their own judgment? As well might an ancient 
Greek have denied that Phidias was the fabricator of 
the statue. of Jupiter, on the ground that he only 
chiselled out, ‘in well-disclosed proportions,’ what 
had previously existed in the marble. 

At the same time, it must be admitted, that the 
founders of the Church of England— for so ordinary 
men will call them — frequently indulged in language 
respecting the authority of the Fathers, antiquity, 
and tradition, which gives but too convenient a handle 
to the divines of the Oxford School; — language 
which was in fact inconsistent with what they were 
at the very moment doing. It is certain that they 
were as far from adopting, either in its letter or 
spirit, the model of the Church of the fourth century 


* Foreign Quarterly, Oct. 1843, p. 577. 


RECENT DEVELOPMENTS OF TRACTARIANISM. 17] 


—the Church of Chrysostom, Ambrose, Jerome, or 
Basil —as that of Luther; and yet they profess to 
be solicitous to follow the pattern of the ‘ Ancient 
Church,’ and glibly appeal to the above Fathers of 
the fourth century among the rest! To account for 
the misquotations, false references, and irrelevant ex- 
tracts, with which the ‘Book of Homilies’ abounds, 
Mr. Taylor propounds an ingenious theory, which pro- 
bably has some truth in it.* He conjectures that 
the Reformers, having read the Fathers in early life, 
very often cited in the hour of need the passages 
which would most plausibly countenance their doc- 
trines, from their common-place books, without a 
special reperusal of the originals, or much solicitude 
to examine the drift and connexion of passages. 
That there is some truth in this can hardly be 
doubted; indeed, it is not possible to attempt to 
verify the citations of the much more accurate con- 
trovertists of the next century —for example, Je- 
remy Taylor or Hall—without discovering, to our 
cost, in what a very loose way they frequently quoted 
the Fathers, and how much may be produced to con- 
front such quotations, often even from the immediate 
context. But this is by no means the whole of the 
mystery. The simple fact is, that the Fathers contain 
insulated passages, which may be cited, with the 
utmost degree of plausibility, on both sides, — the 
earlier ones being principally appealed to by Protest- 
ants, and the later by Romanists; and though we 
firmly believe that upon the whole — especially if we 
go as far as the end of the fourth century — the Ro- 
manists will ever have the best of the argument in 
this precarious appeal to Patristic authority, there 
are unquestionably insulated passages, not a few, 
which will enable a Protestant to give some probable 
colouring to his views. These passages are of course 
more numerous the further we go back, and gradually 


* Ancient Christianity. 
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desert us as we advance. Still the great ‘ develop- 
ment’ or ‘corruption’ (whichever it be called) was 
continuous; and the contest may be maintained by 
both sides at each point of this long frontier. ‘Those 
gradual changes were from the very first in progress, 
which issued in what we call the gross delusions of 
the fourth century; but which the Oxford divines 
would call the mature and full-blown system of Chris- 
tianity. ‘If, in the beginning of the fifth century,’ 
as Gibbon truly observes, ‘Tertullian or Lactantius 
had been suddenly raised from the dead, to assist at 
the festival of some popular saint or martyr; they 
would have gazed with astonishment and indignation 
on the profane spectacle, which had succeeded to the 
pure and spiritual worship of a Christian congre- 
gation.’ It is nevertheless quite as true, that in the 
age of Tertullian and Cyprian, the Church was lavish- 
ing those exaggerated honours on martyrs and con- 
fessors, which naturally and inevitably paved the way 
for the superstitious worship of saints and veneration 
of relics. The ratio of change was not greater hbe- 
tween the beginning of the third century and the end 
of the fourth, than between the end of the first and 
the middle of the third; and the change was conti- 
nuous all the way. 

The present conflict of opinion must terminate 
either in a vigorous reaction — the symptoms of which, 
we think, are already discernible — which will give the 
doctrines and principles of the Reformation a revived 
hold on the public mind, and the Biblical and Pro- 
testant elements in the Church of England their legi- 
timate expansion ; or we shall be led back, step by 
step, to the darkness and superstitions of the Middle 
Ages. The ground of ‘ Church principles’ — of Au- 
thoritative Tradition, of the Fathers, of Antiquity — 
is seen, by the progress of the Oxford School itself, 
and its present distractions, to be the most untenable 
of all ; indeed, the whole theory is, and can be, only 
an indefinitely enlarged appeal to the exercise of ‘ pri- 
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vate judgment,’ conjoined with the pleasant condition 
that there shall be none; and an infallible method of 
multiplying diversities of opinion, with an assertion 
at the same time of the absolute necessity of Catholic 
unity. 

It may be confidently predicted in what way the 
conflict will terminate, of which indeed it were almost 
treason to truth to entertain a doubt. Nor is it un- 
fair, if we consult history, to draw even from the 
extravagance of the pretensions and theories on which 
we have commented, an omen of brighter days. Many 
of the most memorable advances which the human 
mind has ever made in the direction of truth and 
freedom, have been made after a period of apparent 
retrocession; as if error and delusion must attain a 
certain degree of intensity, and be presented with a 
certain measure of grossness, before the indolence of 
the human mind can be adequately roused to vindi- 
cate its rights, and with these the claims of truth and 
of God. The darkest hour precedes the dawn. It 
was the last insufferable insults of a Tetzel that roused 
the energies of Luther, and led to the Reformation. 
It ‘was the attempt to neutralise concessions which 
had been already granted that sealed the fate of the 
first Charles. It was the retrograde movement of 
James the Second that secured the Revolution. In 
like manner we prophesy, that the very progress of 
High Church principles will precipitate their doom, by 
rousing the human mind, after a period of temporary 
delusion, to re-examine them. The present retro- 
gression is but the recoil with which truth is pre- 
paring herself for a more energetic spring. It is 
the reflux, not of the ebbing, but of the advancing 
wave. 
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ENGLAND, say the Roman Catholics, will inevitably 
return to her allegiance to Rome, and is rapidly re- 
turning even now. ‘This event, indeed, Cardinal 
Wiseman in his far-famed ‘ Pastoral,’ and Father 
Newman in his equally celebrated ‘Sermon,’ have, 
after the manner of prophets, and as it were in poetic 
rapture, represented as history, un fait accompli. 
‘ Catholic England’ (says the former, not very feli- 
citously snatching a metaphor from the heretical 
philosophy of Galileo), ‘has been restored to its orbit 
in the ecclesiastical firmament, from which its light 
had long vanished, and begins anew its course of 
regularly adjusted action round the centre of unity, 
the source of jurisdiction, of light, and of vigour ;’ 
and Father Newman thinks that nothing less than the 
‘resurrection’ of our Lord is worthy to illustrate the 
might and majesty in which the Catholic Church in 
England is reasserting her life after the entombment 
of centuries. ‘It is the sepulchre opening,’ he tells 

‘and Christ coming forth.’ 

The people of England hastily misinterpreting 
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these evidently prophetic visions of the future into a 
literal expression of the present, and yet reasonably 
conjecturing that sober men could not have employed 
such gigantic hyperboles simply to signify that the 
Pope had created a Roman Catholic Archbishop and 
twelve suffragans for the behoof of the minority 
amongst us who are of the Romish persuasion, (who 
were rendered neither more numerous nor more im- 
portant in consequence of that event,) were, not 
unnaturally, very angry; angry that their country 
should be represented as not being what it is, and 
as being what it notoriously is not ; that their actual 
religious institutions and convictions should have been 
‘ionored,’ as the phrase is; and that an insult should 
have been offered to the majesty of the empire by the 
breach of laws which had not been repealed, though 
the penalties had been abolished. Their not un- 
natural interpretation unhappily derived plausibility 
from the similar mistake of the Romanist periodicals, 
—which immediately informed the nation that the 
only rightful spiritual authority was henceforth 
centred in the Romanist Hierarchy, and that its 
bishops and clergy claimed the obedience of every 
baptized person amongst us, even in spite of his 
protests and against his will; and all ‘under pain 
of eternal damnation!’ 

But, as Cardinal Wiseman justly says, every docu- 
ment has its peculiar characteristics, appropriate to 
the species of composition to which it is referrible ; 
and the Cardinal’s Pastoral being evidently poetry 
and the Father’s Sermon oratory, and both of them 
prophecy, —in which the future is made present 
and the distant near, —we immediately arrive at the 
proper interpretation of phraseology which, too lite- 
rally viewed, seemed so preposterous and insulting. 
Had the Cardinal’s language been designed to con- 
vey the meaning which it unhappily sugges ed, no- 
thing would be left for us but to say that Dr. Wise- 
man can hardly be that wise man of whom ‘ The 
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Wise Man’ says that ‘the wise man’s eyes are in his 
head.’ If it were possible to suppose that he designed 
his metaphor to apply to anything but a remote future, 
he must he convinced amidst the present hurricane of 
agitation that ‘our beloved country’ does not pursue 
her ‘ planetary way’ round the sun of the Papacy 
with much of ‘celestial harmony ;’ and that his 
arduous duty for some time to come must be — 
‘To curb this runaway young star, —. 

This wild colt of a comet, which too soon 

Breaks out of bounds o’er the ethereal blue.’ 

That England is really on the eve of reconversion 
to Romanism, is a proposition of which the recent 
enthusiastic demonstrations on behalf of Protestant- 
ism might justify a trivial doubt. But we pause at 
such a conclusion, when we remember the ‘ infallible’ 
truths of which Rome undertakes to be the guarantee, 
although every appearance of argument and reason, 
and of the very senses is against them. If ‘bread’ 
may be ‘flesh,’ and ‘wine’ may be ‘blood,’ every 
proof to the contrary notwithstanding, even s0, 
‘mediantibus speciebus,’ we may be at this very mo- 
ment transubstantiating into Romanists amidst all 
our disclaimers; perchance have only the ‘accidents’ 
of Protestantism remaining. 

But whatever be the value of the hypothesis, we 
shall just now assume its truth, for the purpose of 
requesting the charitable assistance of Roman Catho- 
lics in enabling us to ascertain fairly and logically, 
what will be our duty in reference to this realm and 
constitution of England, when that inevitable hour 
arrives in which our consciences shall compel us to 
return to their communion; and to what extent our 
State and Laws must be reformed and remodelled in 
the event of our national conversion. It isin truth a 
work of comprehensive charity to which we invite 
them; nor if they duly perform it, can they fail to 
accelerate the arrival of that auspicious day when 
the British Empire shall once more glitter as the 
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richest gem in the Pontifical tiara. To our certain 
knowledge, not a few of our countrymen (in addition 
to some trifling difficulties of doctrine) feel it impos- 
sible even to conjecture how they are to comport 
themselves, on the adoption of any known theory of 
the infallibility and supremacy of the Roman Church, 
towards the institutions and laws of their own coun- 
try, and especially in relation to those dogmas of 
intellectual and religious freedom which at present 
are most ‘ surely believed amongst us.’ That there 
is some bridge over the chasm, or else that the transit 
is effected per saltum, without any bridge at all, is 
evident from the fact that there are Roman Catholics 
in this country whose patriotism and loyalty (and we 
most sincerely say it) we do not for one moment 
doubt. On the contrary, we are strongly persuaded 
of both. 

But that there are tens of thousands of Englishmen 
who, with their present light, could not adopt the same 
course, and who would conscientiously feel compelled, 
if they became Romanists at all, to adopt a much 
more ultramontane position, is certain. We ourselves 
are among the number. Still, as we have no wish, 
at the same instant that we become Roman Catholics, 
to become martyrs also, whether political or religious, 
—to be hanged for treason against the State, if we 
abandon our present positions, or, if we retain them, 
be victimised in consequence of the consistent restora- 
tion of persecution in the Church — we must implore 
our Roman Catholic friends to give us the utmost aid 
of their famous casuistry in this extremity. * 

* An edifying example of the utility of ventilating doubts is 
afforded in a recent pamphlet by Mr. H. Drummond. He had 
occasion some years ago to refer to the highest authority among 
the Jesuits at Rome on the subject of the ‘real presence,’ in 
which he was in some sort, we presume, a believer. The Jesuit 
told him he must believe that there was no bread present after 
consecration. Mr. Drummond asked whether, if the bread were 
chemically analysed, the ashes would contain animal and not 
vegetable products ?' The father had the grace to blush, but 
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We have said, and sincerely, that we do not for a 
moment question either the loyalty or the patriotism 
of the mass of our Roman Catholic fellow-subjects. 
We believe that, whether consistently or not, they 
would be as ready as were their Roman Catholic 
ancestors, or as are their Protestant contemporaries, 
to resist any aggression on the civil or political pre- 
rogatives of the State, or any attempt to reverse 
those great principles of perfect religious liberty 
which are at present triumphant amongst us. In 
their own persons, we conceive that they are not 
likely to be troubled with the same difficulties as our- 
selves, because they accept from childhood the in- 
consistencies in question, and in fact never think 
about them. It may be suspected that the mass of 
the Roman Catholic laity know very little about their 
system; and, as often happens, the practical conduct 
of those who do know it, is far better than their spe- 
culative principles. Many Protestants further flatter 
themselves that the very contiguity of Protestantism 
— the salubrious air of freedom — has had a bene- 
ficial effect upon British Romanists; ‘ They have the 
disease,’ it is said, ‘no doubt; but they have taken it 
mildly; they have been vaccinated; the old and 
virulent malady has passed into the gentle varioloid 
type. They in fact differ far more from the 
Italian or Spanish Romanist, though the difference is 
one of species, than they differ from the English Pro- 
testant, though the difference is professedly one of 
genus. Roman Catholics in name, they are in reality 
a sort of wnprotesting Protestants; they thus do and 


replied, that ‘if such an act of profanation were to be committed, 
no doubt the holy presence would be withdrawn, and the ele- 
ments would be as they were before.’ A word spoken in season, 
how good is it! A convert might have been troubled with the 
difficulty for twenty years, without ever thinking of so obvious a 
solution! In fact, however, we would humbly suggest whether 
there was not another answer open to the reverend father, 
namely, that the ashes would be transubstantiated as well as the 
elements, 
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say in all sincerity a thousand inconsistent things ; 
and heartily approve of doctrines and principles of 
which they neither could nor would approve, if they 
were the inhabitants of a country in which Romanism 
is the predominant religion, and in a condition to 
realise its genuine theory and distinctive principles.’ 
Thus Protestants argue. 

However plausible or irrational this mode of ac- 
counting for the phenomenon may be deemed, it 
does not at all relieve those of us who feel puzzled 
how to deal, on any of the known theories of the 
Roman Church, with certain formidable dogmas 
which seem inconsistent with our loyalty and patriot- 
ism —our reverence for intellectual and religious 
freedom. As we would sooner accept a base coin 
than a fallacious argument, and cannot consent to 
soothe our conscience with any cataplasms of doubtful 
casuistry, we must again appeal for aid to our Roman 
Catholic friends. 

It remains of course to be said, that if that aid is to. 
be effective, it must consist not in the assurance that 
this or that learned ‘doctor’ says we safely may take 
his opinion. We put no faith in the doctrine of ‘ pro- 
bable opinion’ as laid down by Pascal’s Jesuit father ; 
‘You may follow this or that man with safety, for 
they are excellent casuists.” This is but referring 
us back to our own Protestant device of ‘ private judg- 
ment.” What we request is some unquestionable proof 
in the shape of authoritative declarations, by some 
universally admitted organ or organs of the Romish in- 
fallibility, that the scruples in question are chimerical. 

‘What are some of these difficulties?’ we imagine 
we hear a reverend father reply. 

We will endeavour to explain them. But in order 
that we may not be supposed less open to conviction than 
we are, we must premise that none can be more con-. 
vinced than ourselves of the truth of the declaration, 
which we often find on the lips of Roman Catholics,, 
that ‘there is no better rule than that of an infallible 

N 2 
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Church.’ This we think certain; the difficulty with 
us is to discover the infallible Church; or, if we sup- 
pose the Church of Rome to be it, in knowing to 
whose hands the infallibility is confided ; within what 
limits the utterances of that organ ave infallible; and 
what are those infallible utterances themselves. 

Most unhappily, the Romanists are divided on these 
preliminary points themselves. The incongruity of 
this, perhaps, scarcely strikes their mands, for they 
are accustomed to it; but to Protestants there is 
hardly any difficulty more insuperable than the idea 
of this variable constant — an infallibility which is 
uncertain as to its seat, its limits, and its results. It 
is certainly an unfortunate aggravation of the ob- 
stacles to our conversion that the very principle, 
which is proffered as a harbour of refuge against the 
fluctuations of private judgment, should thus not 
merely be the subject of controversy, but in fact itself 
be virtually submitted to the decisions of ‘private 
judgment.’ ‘ Est in secessu longo locus,’ the Romanist 
exclaims: the infallible Church is a safe retreat; in 
that deep bay, ‘zquora tuta silent.’ But no sooner 
does the inquiring Protestant congratulate himself on 
having here escaped the tossing billows, than he finds 
himself riding, as it were, in the Bay of Biscay; the 
roadstead, he declares, is more dangerous than the 
open sea. ‘The Church,’ says the Romanist, ‘is in- 
fallible ; and in that blessed truth you must repose: — 
it is true, we do not know exactly where the infal- 
libility resides, nor, consequently, all which that in- 
fallibility has declared: Romanists differ in opinion 
upon both these points; and those of us who have 
decided upon some one criterion of the infallibility 
are also not quite agreed as to what is declared “de 


fide” or “ex cathedra,” and what is not.’ On this the — 


Protestant is apt to rejoin, that though it were 
granted, that nothing is more infallibly true than 
that the Church has infallibility; yet as its seat, 
extent, and decisions vary with fallible opinions, it 
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were surely better, instead of saying that the Church 
is favoured with an infallible judge of truth, to say 
that each member of the Church is privileged to be- 
come a fallible judge of infallibility! There may be 
ajudge of infallible truth, but unless we know who 
he is and what he says, we are still in the dark. The 
Romish Church are agreed about this, that it possesses 
infallibility ; but as to what that infallibility declares, 
or how discovered or expressed, its members constitute 
themselves separate judges, and form different judg- 
ments; and upon each of the theories of that infal- 
ibility, the Church has affirmed much, which every 
other theory of that same infallibility induces its ad- 
_vocates to reject. 

But waiving these preliminary difficulties, and ap- 
proaching a little nearer to those which this essay is 
chiefly designed to propound, the theories of. infal- 
libility are at all events reducible to four; and on 
any of them which is at all intelligible, —for one 
there is which is not so,——it appears at present to 
many Englishmen that the infallible oracle has ex- 
pressed itself on one or more of the questions now 
adverted to, in a manner which, unless Romanists re- 
move their doubts, must operate as an insurmountable 
bar to their conversion. It will not be necessary to 
specify the many points in dogmatic or speculative 
theology, in which, as it seems to Protestants, the 
various utterances of the infallible authority have 
been contradictory, on any of the proposed theories 
of its existence and modes of action — points, again, 
which are still more numerous, on the supposition of 
there being several such theories. These ‘variations,’ 
as Bossuet would say, (apparent, of course,) it may be 
desirable to mention more at large at some future 
time, in pursuance of the same design now con- 
templated, — that of inducing Romanists to solve our 
difficulties as an indispensable condition of our con- 
version, if they really would have us converted at all. 
But at present we shall restrict ourselves to those 
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questions in which the difficulties come athwart our 
duties as loyal and patriotic citizens of a free and 
independent State, like England; nor shall we deem 
it necessary to refer to the whole even of these. 
Meantime, we conceive we shall have done the Church 
of Rome signal service if we can induce any of her 
champions to prove, not as we have said, by the 
‘private judgment’ of this or that author, but by an 
authoritative declaration of all her supposed organs of 
infallibility — for her varying criteria of infallibility 
render this also necessary —not only that she does 
not, but never did, assume any rights inconsistent 
with our loyalty and patriotism; we say never did — 
for again, by the peculiar nature of the case, this also 
is necessary; since if Rome be infallible, and has 
ever affirmed any of these rights, she has affirmed 
them for ever. 

Now the several theories of infallibility, (to which, 
as Protestants affirm, ‘private judgment’ has unfor-— 
tunately conducted the infallible Church,) are these ; 
that it exists either in the Pope alone, or in a General 
Council alone, or in a General Council and Pope con- 
jointly, or in the Universal Church diffusively. * 


* Mr Hobart Seymour, in his ‘Mornings among the Jesuits at 
Rome,’ gives an amusing account of the perplexity in which the 
Professors of Dogmatic Theology and of the Canon Law seemed to 
be involved by his challenge to prove that the Church of Rome 
in any canon or article, in any decree of Council or bull of Pope, 
had asserted her own infallibility. The circumstances under 
which the challenge was given were these. The reverend Pro- 
fessor of Theology, after several operose attempts to construct a 
syllogism, designed to prove that the Church of England was 
not the Church of Christ, from the absence of all claim to infal- 
libility, succeeded, as he imagined, thus : — : 


‘The Church of Christ in all her parts claims infallibility ; 
The Church of England does not claim infallibility, — 
Therefore the Church of England is not the Church of Christ.’ 


Hereupon Mr. Seymour says, that he retorted the argument by 
proving that the Church of Rome is not the Church of Christ ; 
simply substituting ‘Church of Rome’ for ‘ Church of England,’ 


sy 
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The last is the theory which is noé intelligible. 
The Universal Church resembies some gas, enor- 
mously voluminous and elastic; it has no visible dimen- 


in the minor premise and conclusion, and challenging the Jesuits 
to show (which they acknowledged they could not) any bull, 
decree, canon, or article, expressly claiming infallibility for the 
Church of Rome. Jeremy Taylor had employed much the same 
argument in reference to the alleged infallibility of ‘ General 
Councils ;’ namely, that they had never claimed it for themselves, 
and that, therefore, if infallibility be supposed to belong to any 
of their decrees, it is imputed to them on less authority than that 
which establishes the decrees themselves. ‘There is no General 
Council,’ says he, ‘ that hath determined that a General Council 
is infallible ; no Scripture hath recorded it, no tradition universal 
hath transmitted to us any such proposition ; so that we must 
receive the authority at a lower rate, and upon a less probability, 
than the things consigned by that authority.” Mr. Seymour’s 
Reviewers, after consultation with the Jesuits at Rome, (see last 
edition) acknowledge, that the Church of Rome has never 
formally claimed infallibility, but ‘that the Church expresses her 
claim to infallibility by all her dogmatic facts and documents in 
which this principle and tenet is either implied, supposed, embodied, 
alluded to, insisted upon, or more or less expressed?’ This is a sort 
of constructive infallibility. Without denying the dilemma, which 
the challenge presents, to be a troublesome one, yet since every 
Roman Catholic, so far as we know, does claim infallibility on 
behalf of the Church of Rome, we shall argue in the present 
article on the theory that she assumes it, and must profess that 
we believe her infallibility as much as if she had formally defined 
and affirmed it ten thousand times. But we apprehend that it 
must be received (if received at all) as an intuition of faith, not 
as a product of syllogisms. Alas! so incompetent are Protestants 
to argue after the fashion of the worthy Professor of Canon Law, 
so distrustful are they of syllogisms of every mood and figure in 
which ‘infallibility’ enters as the middle term, and mere ‘hu- 
manity,’ in any conditions, as the extremes, that they would 
probably even venture to take the altered syllogism proposed by 
Mr. Seymour, alter it still further, by making the major premise 
negative, and the minor positive, and still venture, in spite of 
Aristotle and all the schoolmen, to affirm the validity of the 
conclusion. Thus, — 

‘The Church of Christ claims not to be infallible, — though ne 

does: 
The Church of Rome claims to be infallible; 
Therefore the Church of Rome is not the Church of Christ. 
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sions; no tangible solidity. It is a nebulous matter, 
of which the orb of Truth may be a-making, for 
aught we know, but of which it has never yet been 
made. On this last hypothesis, therefore, it is not 
worth while for Protestants or Romanists to argue ; 
both because ¢his infallibility, if it exist, is an ‘infal- 
lible’ nonentity, there being endless disputes as to all 
the parties who are conjointly competent to decide 
what is infallible truth ; and because it is impossible, 
even if this point were decided, to collect the votes 
which are to constitute this infallible truth.* Whether 
we deny or concede this infallibility, it makes nothing 
to the controversy; simply because it affirms nothing, 
it demonstrates nothing, except its own absolute im- 
potence to demonstrate anything. It is a sort of 
ecclesiastical Pantheism; each member of the Church 
is a fragment of a collective infallibility which, in fact, 
is never collected, nor ever can be. All that can be 
intelligibly said is, that the Church would be infal- 
lible in its decisions, in case it ever made any; but 
what they would be, is absolutely uncertain. If, 
therefore, there be no other infallibility — if it be not 
collected and expressed by appropriate representative 
organs, there is no infallibility at all; each man is 
left to conjecture what would be the utterance of this 
mute oracle, supposing it but to have the faculty of 
speech. At best, its condition is like that of the 
youthful speaker who, in modest confusion, stammered 
out to his audience that ‘a certain author, — whose 
name he had forgotten, —had, in a certain book — 
the title of which had escaped him, —made a pro- 
found observation—-the purport of which he un- 
fortunately could not recall,’ — after which lucid 
statement of ‘infallible truth,’ he sat down. 


* Jeremy Taylor says : ‘But if there could in this case be any 
distinct consideration of the Church, yet to know which is the 
true Church is so hard to be found out, that the greatest questions 
of Christendom are judged, before you can get to your judge; and 
then there is no need of him.’ 
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We shall therefore dismiss, as unworthy of any 
farther examination, this shadowy theory of infalli- 
bility, and confine ourselves, as the generality of 
candid, and all intelligent advocates of the Romish 
Church do, to one or other of the theories already 
specified; that of the Pope without General Councils, 
that of General Councils without the Pope, or that of 
Pope and Council in conjunction. Now, whichever 
of these we take, English Protestants are apt to feel 
suspicious that by distinct decrees of Popes or Coun- 
cils, or of Councils and Popes, this authority has 
asserted, in the expression of its own infallible mind, 
principles to which, as loyal and patriotic Englishmen, 
they cannot subscribe ; or, if it has not asserted them, 
they feel that it is not only difficult but quite impossi- 
ble to tell what it has asserted ; and the infallibility 
itself becomes a chimera. 

To take, then, first the hypothesis of the infalli- 
bility of the Pope alone. — Has he or has he not ever 
assumed, as of divine right and by distinct utterance, 
a universal authority over temporal sovereigns — 
whose crowns, if they are heretical and contumacious, 
he can take away, and give to others — and whose 
subjects he can release from their oaths of allegiance? 

To this question many Romanists will say — ‘ The 
Pope is indeed infallible — but only when he decides 
de fide and ex cathedra.’ 

The Protestant will probably reply, Ist, ‘I shall 
know what you mean, when you have defined what is 
de fide and what ex cathedra. This is one of the 
many points, in which diversities are produced by 
your indulgence in that forbidden luxury of private 
judgment. 2ndly, It is most certain that the arbi- 
trary limitations of pontifical authority which some 
of you would thus impose are not sanctioned by an 
immense number of those who have held the theory 
of infallibility now under consideration, — of multi- 
tudes of your most learned and most able theologians 
and canonists from the time of Gregory VIL to the 
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present day. The contrary has been the prevailing 
sentiment of the Jesuits—the most glorious and 
powerful order of which your church can _ boast. 
Further; ascriptions of unlimited power as the right- 
ful prerogative of God’s infallible Vicegerent on 
earth are to be found in the works of such writers as 
Aquinas, Bellarmine, and Baronius. What names 
can be greater than these?’* 

But this is not all; the Protestant may proceed 
thus : ‘I dwell not on this; I lay no stress upon any 
counting of majorities or on catene of writers, though 
they sufficiently prove that you are hopelessly divided 
about what is Pontifical Right and what is not. [ 
am content to take the most moderate of you who 
hold this first theory of infallibility at all. You as- 
sume it, then, within some limits?’—‘Certainly,’ the 
Romanist will answer. ‘Its sphere,’ the Protestant 
suggests, ‘is spiritual matters?’ ‘It is,’ rejoins the 
Romanist. ‘Is not the infallible interpretation of the 
meaning of the Scriptures one part, and the chief, 
of this legitimate province of infallibility?’ ‘Un- 
doubtedly,’ must be the reply ; ‘it is its peculiar and 
most resplendent prerogative.’ ‘Very well,’ urges 
then the Protestant: ‘but what am I to think, if in- 
fallibility, as defined by this first hypothesis, can be 
shown to have defended the political paradoxes now 
under consideration, — not by an unauthorised exten- 
sion of its province, (though it may seem a curious 
infallibility which does not know within what limits 
alone it zs infallible,) but by direct exposition of 
passages of Scripture, —in the exercise of that very 
faculty which is affirmed to be its most celestial gift! 
If so, (and it is a point which ecclesiastical historians, 


* <The sublimity and immensity of the Supreme Bishop is so 
great, that no mortal can comprehend it, says Cassenzeus ; and 
in this last sentiment, perhaps, the Protestant would acquiesce ;— 
‘No man cay express it, no man can think it ;’—a sentiment 
which will also have the advantage of uniting the suffrages of 
both parties. 
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and even papal champions, may do well to consider 
carefully,) what then are we Protestants to do on this 
Jirst theory of infallibility ?’ 

Nor, in order to show that Popes did challenge the 
lofty prerogative in question from Scripture, is it 
- necessary to cite the bulls and decretals of any of 
those whom 3Baronius himself styles ‘monsters of 
iniquity,’ and in whose character he finds an in- 
genious proof of the more than human origin of that 
system which even such pontiffs could not destroy ;— 
an argument which Protestants contend admits of an 
alternative, —for the system might be more than 
human, yet not therefore divine. But, to waive alto- 
gether these very singular depositaries of infallibility 
—§itis but too possible to appeal to pontiffs who, as 
far as their personal character was concerned, were no 
disgrace to the Papacy; who, if scripturally justified 
in the assumption of the paramount prerogatives they 
claimed, are also acquitted of the charges of pride 
and ambition ; who, if deluded by their infallibility, 
— we must be indulged in the paradox, — seem to 
have been very sincerely deluded ; but who, by that 
very sincerity, render it all the more difficult to dis- 
criminate among their claims. Now, if we listen to 
some of these, in their assumption of the ‘plenitudo 
potestatis, —in their most solemn acts of supreme 
authority, as in the deposition of monarchs and the 
transfer of crowns, —in their decrees or their bulls 
issued for these objects, — we see that they claim, on 
the express warrant of that ScriprursE, the infal- 
lible interpretation of which is their peculiar func- 
tion, an absolute and universal sovereignty, temporal 
as well as spiritual! ‘Two or three instances of the 
peculiar solemnity of their language will suffice, 
though, as all readers of ecclesiastical history are 
aware, the same claims were perpetually made, and 
what is more, acted upon for ages.* 


* The original Latin of the few passages here cited may be 
found in Gieseler’s ‘ Ecclesiastical History,’ Period ui. Div. iii. 


188 ULTRAMONTANE DOUBTS. 


Thus speaks perhaps the greatest of the Popes, 
Gregory VII.: ‘When God gave to Saint Peter the 
power “to bind and loose in heaven and on earth,” 
(Matt. xvi. 19.) He excepted no person, He with- 
drew no thing from his power,’ —nullum excepit ; 
nihil ab eyus potestate subtraxit. —Gregory goes on 
expressly to claim secular authority: — ‘Quod si 
sedes Apostolica divinitus sibi collata principali po- 
testate spiritualia decernens dijudicat, cur non et 
secularia ?’ 

Of the depth of his own convictions on this point, 
he gave a remarkable proof, when, — after the first 
excommunication and deposition of the Emperor 
Henry IV.,— Hermann, Bishop of Metz, wrote to 
the Pope to say that many thought it not a justifiable 
act, and to request arguments whereby to refute the 
gainsayers. Gregory, in the most deliberate manner, 
refuses to comply, because, as he declares, his acts are 
so plainly warranted by Scripture: —‘ As to what 
you have asked, that you may, by some writings of 
ours, be assisted and fortified against the madness of 
those who, with wicked mouth, prate that the autho- 
rity of the Holy and Apostolic See cannot excommu- 
nicate King Henry, that despiser of Christian law, 

-&ce., nor absolve any subject from his oath of alle- 
giance, —IT DOES NOT APPEAR TO US NECESSARY, 
since so many and such most certain proofs of this 
may be found in the pages of the sacred Scriptures.’ 
In the most solemn prayers, Gregory, on the two 
occasions of the excommunication and deposition of 


Ch. i., where (and in other portions) the reader will find plenty 
more. It is a most valuable work, as giving the original docu- 
ments in proof of every statement. A large collection of passages 
from public documents and private authors, asserting the absolute 
supremacy of the Pope, may be found in Barrow’s celebrated 
work. Well may Gibbon say, speaking of Gregory’s promised 
donation of kingdoms in Greece and Asia to Robert Guiscard ; 
‘I cannot understand why Gretzer, and the other Papal advo- 
cates, should be displeased with this new instance of Apostolic 
jurisdiction.’ No, truly; it was quite in order. 


@ 
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Henry, appeals to all in heaven that he was exer- 
cising inviolable rights, of which he seems to be con- 
scious that he enjoyed a divine investiture ; and on 
the latter occasion, after sentence, breaks out into the 
singular passage, ‘So act your parts, then, ye Chiefs 
of the Church, that all the world may know and un- 
derstand, that if ye have power to bind and loose in 
heaven, ye have power on earth to take away and to 
grant, according to desert, empires, kingdoms, princi- 
palities, dukedoms, marquisates, countships, et omnium 
hominum possessiones.’ 'Then comes the reason, from 
the truly serviceable texts, (1 Cor. vi. 3, 4.)* 

In like manner Innocent IIL, in his celebrated 
proceedings against John of England, says, ‘ Jesus 
Christ, the King of Kings, and Lord of Lords, a High 
Priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek, has so 
established a kingdom and a priesthood in his Church, 
that the sacerdotal office is itself a kingdom, and the 
priesthood regal, as Peter in his Epistle and Moses in 
the Law testify, appointing over all things one alone 
whom he hath ordained his. Vicar on earth; unum 
preficiens universis, quem suum in terris Vicarium 
ordinavit. .. . Him earthly kings (for God’s sake) 
are so to venerate, that they are not to think they 
justly reign except as they study devoutly to obey 
him.’ 

The justification of the theory of the subordination 
of the royal to the pontifical power derived from the 
‘two great lights’ in Genesis, insisted on by Gregory, 


* Thus translated from the Rheims version of the New Tes- 
tament: —‘ Know you not we shall judge angels? How much 
more things of this world? If therefore you shall have judg- 
ments about the things of this world, set them to judge who are 
the most despised in the Church.’ This translation does not 
materially differ from the English version ; but anyhow translated, 
it seems a precarious ground for the comprehensive conclusions 
of the pontifical logic. At all events there is a queer non-sequitur 
in consigning to Popes this mundane supremacy— unless, (which, 
to be sure, has been pretty frequently the case,) they are among 
‘the most despised in the Church,’ 


190 ULTRAMONTANE DOUBTS. 


and further expanded by Innocent IIL. is familiar to 
all students of ecclesiastical history ; as also the com- 
prehensive criticism on Peter’s ‘two swords,’ and on 
the accommodating text usually urged in defence of 
the prerogative of ‘planting’ and ‘ rooting up!’ 

It were easy to multiply passages to the same effect 
from the decretals and bulls of many other Popes— 
of Adrian IV., of Alexander III. of Gregory IX., of 
Boniface VIIL, of Pius V.— but it is not necessary. 
The rights in question were assumed and justified as 
legitimate deductions upon scriptural authority, and 
were acted on in scores of instances and for the space 
of ages. It may be difficult, indeed, always to see the 
justness of the scriptural exposition; though the 
exegesis must, we think, be conceded to be quite as 
clear, and the deductions quite as undeniable as those 
by which the supremacy and prerogatives of the en- 
tire succession of Romish bishops are demonstrated 
from such a text as, ‘I say unto thee that thou art 
Peter, and on this rock I will build my church ;’ or 
from that still briefer one, ‘Feed my sheep.’ — 
Criticisms by infallibility are always peculiar. Could 
we in reason expect them to be otherwise ?* 


* Some are disposed to account for what appear these pre- 
carious interpretations of Scripture, by supposing the Popes of’ 
the Middle Ages to have been misled in their interpretations 
through the errors into which the pretended ‘ Donation of Con- 
stantine,’ the ‘ Pseudo-Isidorian Decretals, and other acknow- 
ledged forgeries, deceived their infallibility! But if so, Pro- 
testants are apt to say that their infallibility was of a peculiar 
character, since it could see the meaning of the deepest and most 
mysterious passages of Holy Writ, and could not see the false- 
hood of the most transparent and impudent forgeries ; or, rather, 
that, on such supposition, they must have made the false de- 
cretals the rule of Scripture interpretation in these cases! Who, 
Romanist or Protestant, can be satisfied with such a solution ? 
With regard to their not detecting the forgeries,— infallible 
as they were,— perhaps a candid inquirer might make some 
excuse for them. Pascal’s Jesuit father tells us that it would 
be a sin in a judge to receive a bribe for giving a just sentence, 
inasmuch as that would be selling justice, but that it does not 
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Now either the Popes erred in thus interpreting 
Scripture or they did not. If the latter, then at least 
on this theory of infallibility (and Protestants affirm 
that a difficulty of a déke kind will be found to attend 
every remaining theory of infallibility), we must 
admit the ‘ plenitudo potestatis,’ concede the extreme 
ultramontane theory, and become proselytes to Rome 
and traitors to our country at the same time. If the 
former, then on this same theory, the Popes, so far 
from having been unfailing interpreters of Scripture, 
have been, in their numerous acts of deposition, 
enormous perverters of it, and inculcated and prac- 
tised for ages the most comprehensive violations of 
the plainest precepts of the divine law. So far from 
its being true that the Pope is the ‘infallible living 
interpreter’ of Scripture, it becomes absolutely lu- 
dicrous to style him so; and so far from being dis- 
posed to ask, with Jeremy Taylor, ‘What excuse is 
there in the world for the strange uncharitableness or 
supine negligence of the Popes that they do not set 
themselves in their chair and write infallible commen- 
taries;’ or with Chillingworth, ‘Why the Church 
thus puts her candle under a bushel, and keeps her 
talent of interpreting Scripture infallibly, thus long 
wrapt up in napkins ?’—Protestants will be inclined 
to declare that the specimens of papal criticism and 
exegesis already given to the world are quite suffi- 
cient, and that they willingly excuse any more ex- 
tensive assumption of this special prerogative. The 


follow that it would be unlawful to receive a bribe for giving an 
unjust sentence, inasmuch as it is not forbidden to sell injustice. 
In a somewhat similar manner, the Pope might infallibly inter- 
pret Scripture, for that (as Romanists say) was his proper office; 
but was he obliged infallibly to interpret forgeries ? Again, it 
may be urged, that infallible eyes, like other eyes, are doubtless 
made to see in the light and not in darkness : and henceno won- 
der that the Popes, in dealing with forgeries, chanced to be mis- 
taken! But it is certainly very unfortunate that they should have 
attempted to reinforce their infallibility, and, as they allege, their 
scripturally-derived rights, by such authority. 
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Church, they will add, may felicitate herself that the 
great living interpreter seldom interprets! Equivocal 
as may have been many of his employments, they 
could hardly be more disastrous to the Church than 
his attempt to discharge his proper functions. 

To resume. The Protestant will further say ;— let 
us suppose that by a variety of limitations (concerning 
which, however, and their application, we must re- 
quest the Romish Church for authoritative rules, and 
not this or that opinion that they exist and may be 
applied,)—let us suppose that by a variety of limi- 
tations, it may be doubted whether any such bulls 
and decrees as those just adverted to were pronounced 
ex cathedra, or can properly be represented as de fide, 
or whether they are not vitiated by the application of 
one or other of the “seven’ tests of the validity of all 
such utterances mentioned by the Professor of Canon 
Law to Mr. Seymour,—then it will appear, (alas! for 
our perplexities,) that the ultimate rule of the Romish 
Church—which excludes all private judgment —is 
an infinite enlargement of its duty; and with this 
unspeakable perplexity attached, that infallibility is 
no longer to be the guide of ‘ private judgment,’ but 
private judgment is to be the discoverer of infalli- 
bility! The Bullarium is infinitely more bulky than 
the Bible; is composed in a dead language, not always 
in ‘infallibly’ correct Latinity; contains much of 
acknowledged, and much of suspected, spuriousness ; 
and much more, which, though not spurious, is unin- 
telligible, or which comes to the same thing, is un- 
happily intelligible in two or three different senses ; 
in a word, infinite matter for dispute, as regards both 
text and interpretation. And supposing these preli- 
minary difficulties vanquished or eluded, it is still ne- 
cessary to apply to a genuine bull the seven following 
tests to constitute them infallible: —1. It is necessary 
that before composing and issuing the bull, the Pope 
should have opened a communication with the bishops 
of the Universal Church, and solicited their prayers 
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that the Holy Spirit would infallibly guide him. 2, 
That the Pope should carefully seek all possible and 
desirable information touching the matter of the bull. 
3. That the bull should not only be formal but au- 
thoritative, and claim to be so. 4. That the bull 
should be promulgated universally. 5. That it should 
be universally received. 6. The subject matter of 
the bull must be one touching faith or morals. 7. 
That the Pope should be free. Now Protestants will 
be apt to say that to ascertain all these conditions 
would require them to be infallible as the Pope him- 
self, and that some of them, indeed, could not be 
ascertained without express inspiration; that if he 
is to be infallible, they must be omniscient! For our 
own parts we are less rigorous; and profess that we 
are not unwilling to say that we shall humbly receive 
all the bulls as infallible, of which we can ascertain 
the above particulars. But most of our Protestant 
countrymen, we fear, will not be equally docile; they 
will say that the task involves an infinite enlargement 
of the inevitable duty of private judgment; and that 
the very process of their conversion would require 
more than patriarchal longevity to effect it. We are 
not surprised, therefore, that the worthy Jesuit pro- 
fessor proposed to Mr. Seymour his curt solution — of 
referring the private individual to his bishop, or rather 
to his parish priest. ‘The Protestant, we fear, will 
still reply — 1st. That this is to make each bishop 
and priest infallible, instead of the Pope; and, 2dly, 
That the individual will be obliged to believe many 
and opposite infallibilities, since priests and bishops 
are not agreed as to what the Pope has delivered ex 
cathedra ! * 

* Jeremy Taylor, after noticing a great variety of hair-breadth 
escapes from apparent awkward decisions in the Decretal Epistles, 
on the ground that they are not de fide, drolly exclaims, ‘ And 
this serves their turns in every thing they do not like; and 
therefore I am resolved it shall serve my turn also for something, 
and that is, that the matter of the Pope’s infallibility is so ridi« 
culous and improbable, that they do not believe it themselves.’ . 


0 
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In this way, will Protestants say, you do indeed 
free us from all our political doubts as to the un- 
qualified supremacy of the Pope over us, by admit- 
ting that he has often been a fallible interpreter of 
Scripture, but you reduce us, at the same instant, to 
surrender all hope of finding the Romish Church in- 
fallible-—For Protestants will argue thus: — Be it so, 
that by some logical contrivances (in which, how- 
ever, there will be boundless scope for ‘ private judg- 
ment’ among the ultramontanists and the opposite 
party), the infallible head of the Church is shown to 
have simply erred in supposing the above interpreta- 
tions of Scripture correct; that somehow they are 
not ex cathedra interpretations; —still, surely, it is 
true that the Pope thought that he was right in thus 
interpreting Scripture; and yet, it seems, he was in- 
fallibly wrong. How shall we be sure then in other 
eases that he is infallibly right, except by the above | 
impossible exercise of private judgment ? 

Further still; putting the question of Scripture 
interpretation quite out of sight, either the Pope erred 
in assuming his enormous ‘ rights’ over sovereigns and 
nations, or he did not. If he did not, we still owe 
him the plenitude of ‘allegiance’ he has so often de- 
manded. If he did, he yet actually thought himself 
infallibly right in his assumptions; and the question 
comes, if a Pope can err thus tremendously, under the 
mistaken notion of his infallibility, what is its value ? 
or rather, what will not be the absurdity of an infalli- 
bility which is thus ignorant of its own limits? which 
is so singularly self-ignorant that it deems itself in- 
fallible not only in matters in which it is infallible, 
but in which it is most obviously and enormously in 
error? Since it assures us that it is infallible when 
it is not, who shall assure z¢ that it is infallible at all? 
Such an infallibility comes to much the same thing as 
no infallibility. It is as if a man should be admitted 
to be infallible in the mathematics, but somehow took 
it into his head that chemistry, botany, carpentry, 


ULTRAMONTANE DOUBTS. 195 


and shoemaking were all parts of mathematical science. 
This would prove, we suppose, that he was infallible 
neither in the mathematics nor in any of the other 
things which he so strangely mistook for them. Hence 
Cardinal Perron, when struggling against his com- 
patriots concerning the limit of the ‘ Gallican Li- 
berties,’ very consistently refused to condemn the doc- 
trine of the Pope’s deposing power on the ground 
that, as it had been asserted and acted upon by so 
many Popes, the supposition of its falsehood must 
have a most ominous aspect on the claims of the 
Church of Rome! And he was consistent, say the 
Protestants. 

For an infallibility thus ignorant of its own limits, 
most persons would be apt to say that the world has 
paid rather dearly; that the Pope’s political mistakes 
are hardly compensated by his spiritual indefecti- 
bility; that the perspicacity and splendour of his cri- 
tical and expository efforts, from the time of Gregory 
the Great’s work on Job downwards, are but an in- 
different set off against the dethronement of monarchs, 
the disturbance of kingdoms, and the turmoils in 
which for ages his too erring infallibility has kept the 
world: that invaluable, for example, as may be the 
gloss which discloses to us the unsuspected meaning 
of the text about Peter’s two swords, (a meaning 
which the world, it is admitted, would never have 
discovered for itself,) yet that it is a considerable de- 
duction from such inestimable benefits, that the infal- 
libility has, in effect, played its possessor such strange 
pranks, and inflicted, by its guasi-utterances, such 
enormous mischiefs and miseries on mankind. If the 
Pope has erred in the many instances in which he has 
deposed monarchs, disposed of crowns, laid nations 
under interdict and occasioned political disturbances, 
Protestants are apt to surmise, that if he be a suc- 
cessor of Peter at all, he must have succeeded to him 
at the critical moment in which the Master said to 
him, ‘Get thee behind me, Satan, for thou savourest 
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not the things that be of God, but the things that be 
of men;’ and that ‘if his faith have not failed,’— 
according to the promise he pleads,— his ‘reason’ has 
certainly given way. 

It would be a futile distinction to make, that the 
claim to universal dominion, as an adjunct of spiritual 
supremacy and infallibility, was restricted to dark 
ages; for, not to insist that infallibility, even in dark 
ages, is still infallibility, he who should urge such an 
argument would show but a superficial knowledge of 
ecclesiastical history. The ultramontane theory (in 
our judgment by far the most consistent) may have 
somewhat altered in form, but in substance it has 
been always the same. Nor was it ever developed 
more elaborately or with more subtlety than towards 
the close of the sixteenth and the beginning of the 
next century, by the skill of the ablest writers of the 
most distinguished orpER the Church of Rome has 
ever boasted. Bellarmine claimed for the Papacy, by 
the indirect temporal power, what Gregory VIL., or 
Innocent IIL, or Boniface VIII, would have appro- 
priated more inartificially, but most instinctively, 
without troubling themselves with any such theore- 
tical refinements. ‘ That,’ says Ranke*, ‘ which was 
asserted in England in the heat of the struggle, was 
repeated by Bellarmine in the solitude of his study, 
in elaborate works, in a connected well-digested 
system. He laid it down as a fundamental maxim, 
that the Pope was placed immediately by God over 
the whole Church, as its guardian and chief. Hence 
the fulness of spiritual power belongs to him; hence 
he is endowed with infallibility; he judges all, and 
may be judged by none; and hence a great share of 
temporal authority accrues to him. Bellarmine does 
not go so far as to ascribe to the Pope a temporal 
power, derived directly from divine right  ; although 


* Vol ii. Book vi. § i. The whole section deserves careful study. 
+ Bellarminus de Romano pontifice, v. vi.: ‘ Asserimus ponti- 
ficem ut pontificem, etsi non habeat ullam meram temporalem 
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Sixtus V. cherished this opinion, and was conse- 
quently displeased that it was abandoned; but so 
much the more unhesitatingly did Bellarmine attri- 
bute to him an indirect right.’ 

The same views substantially are maintained by 
De Maistre, the most strenuous defender of the 
Papacy in our times, in his work entitled ‘The Pope,’ 
a translation of which has just been published in this 
country. This intrepid champion contends that the 
Popes have never erred de fide— whatever that 
somewhat dubious phrase may mean — and chival- 
rously defends even the cause of Liberius and Hono- 
rius; holding, moreover, essentially the same views as 
Bellarmine (though he declines expressly to endorse 
the phrase ‘indirect right’), of the Pope’s universal 
sovereignty, as an zrdirect consequence of his absolute 
spiritual supremacy. He therefore justifies (and con- 
sistently) the political conduct of the Popes, almost 
without exception, from Gregory VIL to Pius V.* ; 
the mode, he admits, of papal action in such matters 
may and must vary in different ages; but even the 
mode was right for those ages, and the principles 
which dictated them are sound in all ages! He 
suggests, in conformity with his principles, that it 
would be wise of the moderns to imitate their fore- 
fathers, by submitting national disputes to the 
paternal adjudication of the Holy See; and, after 
laying down a hypothetical case, in which a nation, 
wishing to cashier its royal family, requests the Pope 
to provide them with another, remarks, how much 
better this would be than appealing to any of the 
modern methods of untying such knots! On the 
supposition that the Pope is really God’s Vicegerent 


potestatem, tamen habere in ordine ad bonum spirituale summam 
potestatem disponendi de temporalibus rebus omnium Christia- 
norum.’ 

* Of the extent to which he carries his zeal readers may judge, 
when we say that he sees nothing to be ashamed of in the bull 
‘In cena Domini.’ 
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on earth, the hypothesis is reasonable enough; no 
one could object to a despotism administered by an 
archangel. But, unhappily, — to say nothing of the 
distance of such a court of appeal, the difficulty of 
enlightening its judgment on matters wholly foreign 
to it, and the fear of wasting its sacred time in an 
everlasting series of political investigations, — the 
nations are still disposed to doubt whether the history 
of the Holy See presents to us, in its several adminis- 
trators, those proofs of infallible knowledge, that 
superiority to earthly passions, that perfect exemption 
from intrigue and manceuvre, rapacity and ambition, 
which would make it safe to submit to such a tribu- 
nal; a reluctance still likely to be felt in spite of the 
three guarantees, of ‘age, celibacy, and the priestly 
character,’ which De Maistre assures the world are 
our security. The nations will be apt to fear lest the 
appeal, instead of appeasing should but ‘embroil the 
fray,’ and that, as in the middle ages themselves, the 
decisions of infallibility should still have to be decided 
by an appeal to arms. However, he distinctly enun- 
ciates his principles in the following, among many 
other, passages: ‘Those writers (the French par- 
ticularly) have taken upon themselves great responsi- 
bility, who first broached the question whether the 
sovereign pontiffs possess the right to excommuni- 
cate sovereigns, and who dilate upon the scandal of 
excommunications generally. Wise men are best 
satisfied to leave certain questions in salutary ob- 
security.’ (p. 173.) ‘There is nothing more reason- 
able, nothing more plausible, than a moderate 
influence of the sovereign pontiffs over the acts of 
princes.’ (p. 181.) The argument of fact on behalf of 
the papal claims to temporal superiority he puts thus 
strongly : ‘Now if there be an indisputable fact, 
attested by all the monuments of history, it is, that 
the Popes in the middle age, and even long before 
that period, exercised great power over temporal 
sovereigns; that they judged them, and excommuni- 
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eated them, on certain great occasions, and that not 
unfrequently they even declared the subjects of those 
princes loosed from their oath of fidelity towards 
them.’ (p. 178.) The force of circumstances gave 
the Popes of the middle age ‘an undisputed title to 
that superiority which, at the time, was indispensable. 
The true principle, that sovereignty comes from 
God, strengthened besides those ancient ideas, and 
there came to be formed an opinion, almost universal, 
which attributed to the Popes a certain jurisdiction 
over questions in which sovereigns were concerned. 
This opinion was quite sound, and certainly far 
better than all our sophistry.’ (p. 185.) 

‘We have seen that the sovereign pontiff is the 
natural chief, the most powerful promoter, the great 
Demiurgus of universal civilisation; his powers, in 
this respect, have no other limits than the blindness 
or the evil dispositions of princes.’ (p. 237.) 

And, in our judgment, all this is consistent: for 
if the extreme ultramontane theory be not true; if 
the Popes have not that universal sovereignty, direct 
or indirect, which many of them have claimed, and 
for ages exercised, and of which such vast numbers 
of their adherents have been the advocates, — then 
the errors into which the Church of Rome has fallen 
are so enormous, and her usurpations so comprehen- 
sive, that her indefectibility de fide will hardly be a 
counterpoise for her errors in practice. On the 
supposition, therefore, of its so happening, that our 
Roman Catholic friends should be able to effect our 
conversion to their religion, we shall, for our own 
part, hardly stop short of the theory of De Maistre.* 


* The whole of Book II. will prove a curious study to English- 
men, and not unprofitable, especially Chapters vi.—xi., inclusive. | 
We know of no writer on argumentative subjects whose logic is 
more frequently aided by a vivacious imagination, nor any who 
approaches the most formidable historical impediments to his 
conclusions with a more dauntless courage. He tells us, that 
when Pascal and Bossuet say any thing contrary to the true 
theory of the papal supremacy, their authority, splendid as it is, 
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Such are a few of the difficulties in the way of 
receiving this first theory of the Romish infallibility 
in relation to its single bearing on our duty as 
citizens. If we receive this theory at all, nothing, we 
conceive, but the extreme ultramontane theory could 
or ought to satisfy us; if we do not allow the depos- 
ing power of the Pope, it can be excluded only by 
a process which leaves any infallibility in a very 
tattered condition. 

As to the two latter theories of infallibility, — that 
derived from a General Council *, and that from a 


goes for nothing; when they speak in accordance with it, it de- 
rives all conceivable force from their undoubted genius! But 
we are afraid that Pascal and Bossuet would rejoin: ‘ Whether 
De Maistre’s view of the true theory be the true view is a point in 
dispute.’ ‘Thus for ever is the ‘Church’ apt to be obtruded by 
each particular advocate, when in reality it is ‘ private judgment’ 
which is seated in the chair. 

De Maistre has one chapter on ‘ Protestant Evidences’ in favour 
of the Catholic monarchy! (B. I. Ch.ix.) In the excellent 
sermons of the Rey. Dr. Robinson (Master of the Temple) on 
the ‘Twin Fallacies of Rome’ may be found a curious instance 
of the mode in which this catena is manufactured. (p. 93.) —We 
will give another. Even Calvin is cited by De Maistre to sup- 
port his conclusions: he is made to say, ‘God has placed the 
throne of his religion in the centre of the world, and has there 
established one pontiff, towards whom all are obliged to turn 
their eyes, in order to maintain themselves more strongly in 
unity.’ Part of the Latin is given in a note, though the reference 
is wholly wrong—doubtless by mistake. However, we have 
hunted it out; it is in Calvin’s Inst. Lib. iv. Ch. vi. As we ex- 
pected, we found the whole chapter in the very teeth of De 
Maistre’s assertion; and the particular sentence (of which the 
first clause was left out — doubtless, also by mistake) has nothing 
to do with the matter. The Reformer is speaking of the Jews, 
and says, ‘ Because the Jews were on every side surrounded by 
idolaters,— lest they should be seduced by variety of religions, he 
(God) placed the seat of religion in the centre of the land: there 
appointed one high priest,’ &c. We recommend Dr. Robinson 
to publish a tract on these ‘ Protestant Evidences.’ We have no 
doubt it would be a curious commentary on De Maistre’s courage, 
above mentioned. Will it equally illustrate his honesty? 

* De Maistre, as might be expected, laughs to scorn the idea 
of the superiority of a Council to a Pope. Bossuet comes in, of 
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Council and Pope conjointly, —it will be sufficient, 
as before, to adduce a single illustration of our po- 
litical difficulties; and, happily, we may make the 
process shorter, by selecting one which equally 
applies to both. The Council of Chalcedon, and 
again, the Council of Constance, which condemned 
Huss and Jerome of Prague to the flames, and the 
Third and Fourth Councils of Lateran (than the 
last none more numerous or magnificent was ever 
assembled) expressly affirmed the maxims of religious 
persecution. The last, in particular, anathematised 
all heretics ; affirmed the right and duty to punish 
and exterminate them; delivered them over to the 
secular arm to carry out the ecclesiastical sentence ; 
and expressly justified, in case of refusal on the part 
of temporal potentates to execute the will of the 
Church, their deposition from their thrones, the 
release of their subjects from all allegiance, and the 
donation of their royalties to such as knew how to 
use them more obediently. 

And as this has been the theory, (so Protestants 
are apt to affirm,) it has also been the practice of the 
Romish Church, whenever and wherever it has had 
the power. Accordingly, the crusades against the 
Waldenses and Albigenses were systematically en- 
joined by ecclesiastical authority ; and the Inquisi- 
tion, wherever established, has been maintained by 
the Roman Church to the very uttermost; most 
strenuously in Italy, the seat of the Pontiff and the 
centre of the Church, and in Spain, where the ecclesi- 
astical power has met with the least resistance, and been 
least embarrassed in the application of its genuine 
principles. 

Under these circumstances, Protestants argue thus: 


course, for a severe castigation; and (sad reward for writing the 
‘Variations’ of Protestantism!) is himself styled the semt-Pro- 
testant compiler of the ‘ Liberties of the Gallican Church.’ (p. 98.) 
How little did he dream that he, too, was to be taunted with 
“ Variations’ from the Catholic Unity ! 
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—Let us suppose that, as in the former case of 
the Pope’s right to dethrone heretical and contu- 
macious sovereigns, so in the case of the solemn 
sanction given to the practice of persecuting and 
exterminating heretics*,—the Pope alone, and Coun- 
cils alone, and Popes and Councils together have 
erred,— then similar observations to those for- 
merly urged suggest themselves. Hither, say Pro- 
testants, these infallible oracles erred or they did not, 
in presuming the warrant of Scripture for these ap- 
parent enormities; if they did not, we must, as be- 
fore, revise our heterodox and untenable notions of 
toleration and religious liberty, and repeal the laws 
which permit of such extravagant freedom. If they 
did, they at least thought they did not, and then so 
far from infallibly interpreting the truths of Chris- 
tianity, they sanctified the most horrible perversions 
of its essence and character. However invaluable 
may be their decisions on purely speculative points, 
as, for example, transubstantiation, or the denial of 
the cup to the laity, or the definition of the number 
of the sacraments — ‘seven,’ neither more nor less — 
it is (so thousands will hold) a slight counterpoise 
that they thus erringly decreed wholesale murder, 
rapine, and robbery to be an acceptable service to 
God. What then is the value of such an infallibility 
which is thus ignorant of its true province, and not 
only deems itself infallible when it is not, but de- 
livers the most deplorable error for infallible truth? 
If these Councils could thus err, err thus perniciously, 
then so far from representing the College of Apostles, 
who were enjoined to be ‘wise as serpents, and harmless 
as doves,’ they would appear to be more correctly de- 
scribed after a transposition of the epithets; being 
“wise as doves and harmless as serpents.’ 


* The right and duty of coercing and punishing all heretics 
is most expressly asserted in the notes to the Douay Bible. See 
the extracts in Capper, p. 447. 
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In reply to the supposed sanction of the maxims of 
persecution by Popes and General Councils, it is ob- 
viously no relief to recriminate the charge of intoler- 
ance on Protestants —the course generally pursued. 
The Protestant says, ‘Yes, my fathers persecuted, it is 
too true; Rome taught them the lesson well, and it 
was hard to unlearn it; she burned it in too deeply 
to be soon forgotten; but, neither were they infallible 
nor am I; nor dolI pretend to be so.—It is also 
true not only that Protestants never persecuted on so 
magnificent a scale as Rome, but that they first 
elicited and proclaimed the principles of toleration ; 
they also first practised them. Rome has followed 
them, slowly, however, and scarcely at all except 
where she has been compelled. But, in truth,’ he 
will add, ‘the argument has nothing to do with the 
degree in which either party has persecuted. The 
Protestant can say, My fathers did, but J do not; I 
appeal from Philip drunk to Philip sober. On the 
other hand, Rome, if in the exercise of infallibility, 
she has sanctioned persecution once, has sanctioned 
it for ever. A Church really infallible is always sober ; 
and one zot infallible, but pretending to be so, is 
always drunk. In a Church like that of England, 
the folly of a generation may die out with the actual 
generation; and “addressers” from Oxford, were they 
entitled to usurp the name of the Church, do little 
more than expose themselves by the vanity of their 
assumptions.’ So much for attempts at recrimination. 

Again; let us suppose that the Romanists, by ap- 
plying similar tests to the decisions of Councils as 
the worthy Professor of Canon Law told Mr. Sey- 
mour must be applied to the bulls of Popes, can 
annul the validity of these or those decrees, and among 
the rest the decrees enjoining persecution; as for ex- 
ample,—by alleging that a council was not éruly ecu- 
menical or not duly called, or its decrees not duly 
ratified, or that they have not been universally re- 
ceived, or that they were never properly promul- 
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gated, or that they are not de fide, or that they are 
capable of different interpretations, or that the decree 
is interpolated or a forgery, or ten thousand other 
things, —then the Romanist does, indeed, as Pro- 
testants willingly allow, deliver us from all political 
doubts on the subject immediately under considera- 
tion, but, as before, he makes the infallibility of the 
Church an infinite problem for the ingenuity of 
private judgment—and which, by such methods, it 
does actually solve differently.* Surely the best way 
would be for Rome to convene a General Council, for 
the purpose of declaring to the world that Popes and 
Councils, however infallible singly or together, have 
often infallibly erred in supposing themselves infal- 
lible; and that though they cannot ‘err in matters 
of faith,’ they have often unluckily erred by not 
knowing what are matters of faith! But this, it must 
be admitted, by the nature of the case, is very dif- 
ficult. 

At all events, the following consequences seem the 
necessary result of the above statement. In the first 
place; on the supposition that Popes and Councils 
have erred in the preceding cases, then it must be 
admitted that the most tremendous exercises of the 
authority of the only infallible Church—the deposing 
of monarchs, releasing nations from allegiance, and 
persecuting heretics by fire and sword,—have been 
acts (and these carried out with a high hand for ages 
together) of the most alarming perversion and violation 


* «So that, by something or other,’ says Jeremy Taylor, after 
enumerating Bellarmine’s escapes from certain obnoxious decrees 
of several different councils, ‘either councils were not convened 
these or they did not ‘proceed * conciliariter,” (‘ council- 
like,” — a “fine new nothing,” as Taylor calls it;) or it is not 
certain thet the council was general or not, or whether the 
council were approbatum or reprobatum ; or else it is partim con- 
firmatum, partim reprobatum ; or else it is neque approbatum neque 
reprobatum; by one of these ways, or a device like to these, all 
councils and all decrees shall be made to signify nothing, and to 
have no authority.’ 
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of the divine laws. In the second place; as long as 
it is both affirmed and denied that Popes and Councils 
have erred in these acts—and there have been plenty 
of advocates of Rome who have pleaded on both sides, 
—the infallible Church, instead of having guided its 
members into infallible truth, has left them in ab- 
solute doubt on questions in which the laws of God 
are either observed or violated—one or other, men 
know not which,—on the most important subjects 
and on the most comprehensive scale. Thirdly, if 
it be said that the points in question are indifferent, 
being beyond the province of infallibility, and that on 
these, opinions may be formed on both sides, then it 
must be also said, not that Rome does not allow the 
exercise of private judgment, but only allows it in 
those cases where one would imagine unanimity of 
judgment would be tolerably certain! It sagely de- 
clares that private Judgment must not be allowed to 
have its doubts on such deep questions, as whether 
prayer be profitable in an unknown tongue, but only 
on the trivial questions as to whether Popes may 
dethrone monarchs and dispose of crowns, release 
subjects from allegiance, and exterminate heretics! 
Romanists are certain—for the Church has abso- 
lutely decided it—that the apocryphal book of Tobit 
is to be reverenced equally with the canonical Scrip- 
tures; they are divided only about such trifling points 
as whether the Pope be endowed with absolute su- 
premacy, temporal as well as spiritual, and whether 
it be right to kill men for heresy or to forbear! The 
tithe of ‘mint, and anise, and cummin,’ may have 
been taken by an infallible modus, but what has be- 
come of the ‘ weightier matters of the law ?’ 


We do not appeal to the authority of particular 
‘doctors’ of the Romish Church, for a solution of the 
difficulties in this article; partly because, as the 
Romish Church truly alleges, these are but individual 
opinions; and partly because, if we must calculate the 
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number and weight of such authorities, and then de- 
termine the points, it is ‘private judgment’ which 
informs us what the infallible Church truly says, not 
she who tells us. We can accept nothing less than 
the authoritative declarations of the accredited organ 
of Romish infallibility, (whatever that may be,) that, 
—so far from having declared what that organ ap- 
pears to have declared, and multitudes of Romanists 
hold it bas declared,—it has not affirmed any such 
thing, or has affirmed the contrary. When this has 
been shown, as clearly as it appears to be shown that 
such organ has affirmed the right to depose heretical 
monarchs, and exterminate heretics, then it will be 
time to decide who is to be the judge of that further 
momentous question, —‘ Supposing an infallible au- 
thority to have declared some things that are fallible 
and some infallible, and its subjects to be divided as 
to which is one and which the other, what is the in- 
fallible criterion of that which alone is ¢ruly infallible ?’ 

There will always be, indeed, even in that case, the 
dark side of the picture on which we have already 
insisted ; for, if the Romish Church has been utterly 
wrong in dethroning monarchs, in disposing of crowns, 
in releasing subjects from their allegiance, in sup- 
pressing religious freedom, in crusades against here- 
tics, in her patronage of Inquisitions, and in her Index 
Expurgatorius, then it is certain that the only infalli- 
ble Church has been more enormously in error than 
any or all other Churches put together ! 

Similar ultramontane doubts necessarily attend the 
application of the very peculiar theory of ‘spiritual 
authority,’ pleaded for by the Romish Church. It 
does, directly and indirectly, extend to so many points 
which the generality of other religions regard as 
purely or chiefly secular, that it is hard to guess into 
what part of civil or political life it may not intrude. 
To attempt to separate between the temporal and 
spiritualin the Church of Rome, is like attempting to 
cut off Shylock’s pound of flesh without spilling a 
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drop of blood. Where her theory is fully carried out, ex- 
claims the Protestant, and the privileges of her canon 
law are fully enjoyed by her members, she effectually 
relieves the civil power of many of its most essential 
functions. ‘Beware how you legislate,’ she exclaims, 
‘on the subject of marriage; that is a sacrament.’ 
Wills and testamentary dispositions are scarcely less 
sacred ; ecclesiastical courts, it is urged, can alone be 
competent to deal with matters which have so visible 
a relation to spiritual things! Neither isit becoming 
that laymen should presume to sit in judgment on an 
offending bishop or priest: or interfere with any thing 
so solemn as the very crimes of the priestly order. 
All such points can be properly decided only by an 
ecclesiastical tribunal; all sacred persons must be 
exempted from civil jurisdiction. Similar observa- 
tions apply to ecclesiastical property ; Rome has often 
proposed that it should be untaxed by the State, and 
where she has had the power, has insisted upon it.— As 
science, philosophy, and literature may be abused to 
the dissemination of heretical and infidel opinions, an 
index expurgatorius must by all means be compiled, 
that the faithful may know what alone they may 
safely read; the liberty of the press must be com- 
mitted to orthodox censorship; such authors as Bacon 
and Milton must be proscribed. ‘ Induction’ —ex- 
cept to a benefice — may be, as Galileo found, of dan- 
gerous consequence; and ‘Paradise Lost’ and ‘ Para- 
dise Regained,’ are both worthy of being sent to a 
literary ‘purgatory. The Bible is an admirable 
book, and contains, obscurely indeed, much admirable 
truth ; but itis dangerous for a man to attempt to z- 
terpret it except it be first znterpreted for him by an 
infallible oracle, especially as there are most import- 
ant truths in it, such as the seven sacraments or the 
Pope’s supremacy, which he will be apt to suppose 
are not there at all, till such oracle declares they are. 
As there are comparatively few, therefore, who can 
read it with protit, let it be regarded with silent vene- 
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ration by the ignorant laity, or read only by special 
licence! Liberty may be an excellent thing, but 
religion is a better; and as liberty may be readily 
_abused to the injury of religion, toleration of hetero- 
dox opinions and the exercise of private judgment 
are of necessity to be denounced and proscribed. 
Such seems to Protestants, at present, the theory, and 
in harmony with it, they affirm, has certainly been 
the practice of the Church of Rome, whenever she 
has had the power of fairly acting out her tendencies. 
Now all this evidently places us, if we become prose- 
lytes, in peculiar difficulties. For by the aid of 
‘seven’ sacraments ; claims to separate jurisdiction 
and tribunals for all ecclesiastical offences; exclusive 
authority over marriages and wills; the construction 
of an ‘Index Expurgatorius;’ the control of what 
printers shall print, and what readers shall read, and 
the contrary ; persecution for heretical opinions and 
restrictions on religious toleration ;— there is hardly 
anything in the whole scope of civil legislation, how- 
ever remote, which may not be gradually involved in 
this all-devouring vortex. The Romish theory, main- 
tain the Protestants, when carried out in perfection, 
spreads its subtle and refined meshes of glutinous fila- 
ment over the whole body politic ; and its consistent 
realisation is incompatible with rational freedom. It 
is only when it is partially neutralised, they affirm, 
that it is even tolerable; and for proof, they tell us to 
look at Italy and Spain.* 


* In the event of its being satisfactorily proved that the 
genuine theory of the Romish Church is unfriendly to Ultra- 
montanism, it is pleasant to think what changes will take place 
in her Index Expurgatorius; if, indeed, it be conceivable on 
such an hypothesis that she will retain such an index at all. 
Some few authors will come out of prison, but how many will go 
in; and among them the chief champions of the Pope must ne- 
cessarily be consigned to it. What work will the sponge make 
with Bellarmine, Baronius, Mariana, Emmanuel Sa, Suarez, and 
a host more! Whole folios will shrink to pamphlets, and the 
index itself will extend to folios. It may begin with the volu- 
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Far be it from us to insinuate that the whole system, 
however inconvenient, is not necessary; even as the 
Ultramontanist frankly devleres, and the Protestant 
suspects it to be. Doubtless it interferes thus compre- 
hensively with the whole outward life of man, from his 
cradle to his grave; takes his meats and drinks, his 
fasts and holidays, his books and his opinions, his wife 
and his will, into its keeping and under its protection, 
only from the purest and the best motives; from anxiety 
to sanctify the whole man, and offer him up asa holo- 
caust—an ‘acceptable,’ if not a ‘reasonable,’ sacri- 
fice to the ‘Church.’ But it is, nevertheless, neces- 
sary, if we are to become proselytes to Rome, either 
to show that an infallible Church infallibly requires 
these sacrifices, and that we should be all the happier 
with the full enforcement of the canon law, with a rigid 
censorship, the Index, and restrictions on toleration ; 
or that it is a mistake to suppose that she requires any- 
thing of the kind: and that when she seems to have 
viven effect to such a theory, it is because either her 
infallible mind has not been infallibly known, or, 
when it has been known, and that too the other way, 
her supremacy has failed to secure the obedience of 
her perverse children ; or, lastly, that the matters are 
too trivial to induce her to declare herself authorita- 
tively on any such trumpery ; as to which she concedes 
to alla glorious indifferentism! It is an unhappy acci- 
dent that the great bulk of her writers, and her too uni- 
form practice, when not compelled to practice tolera- 
tion, (excuse the expression, gentle reader, we cannot 


minous collection, (compiled by Roccaberti, Grand Inquisitor of 
Spain, in 21 vols. folio,) of treatises in defence of the Pope’s 
Supremacy. ‘The ‘index’ at present is a curious ‘ index’ to the 
opinions of the Romish Church,— if she does indeed renounce 
Ultramontane principles. 

Paul Sarpi gives a most amusing account of the origin and 
progress of the Index. He tells us that at first the Church was 
less jealous of heretical than of the profane and classical authors: 
it was feared that ecclesiastics might be ambitious of imitating 
their eloquence! This was assuredly an excess of caution. 

Je 


210 ULTRAMONTANE DOUBTS. 


avoid its use) have excited a sort of suspicion that 
she is unfriendly to the liberty and independence of 
mankind. But if unjustly, it will be easy to rectify 
the error by citing her official documents and acts, 
and especially by pointing to those countries, in past 
or present ages, which, (where she has had exclusive 
sway,) have enjoyed the privileges of religious liberty. 

It will unquestionably be a consolation should the 
Romish Church be able to show, from the irrefragable 
decisions of her unanimously admitted organs of in- 
fallibility, that she has never affirmed the principles 
which so trouble the patriotism and loyalty of English- 
men; and still more so, if she can show that she con- 
demns and renounces the ‘deposing power’ of the 
Popes, and the ‘rights of persecution.’ If she has 
always felt these sentiments, but has merely forgotten 
to give utterance to them, it would be a sufficient 
reason one might imagine for convening a General 
Council to declare them; especially considering the 
stumbling-blocks which apparent decisions of Popes 
or Councils, or of Popes and Councils, place in the 
way of the Protestant who is called upon to admit 
her infallibility! How would he hail this auspicious 
though late discovery of Rome’s genuine mind, how- 
ever he might feel surprised that Infallibility should 
have so long delayed or so darkly expounded its true 
views on such important subjects ! 

In another way, we apprehend, such a course must 
be advantageous to the Church of Rome. It would 
silence the taunts of Protestantism, that Rome will 
never see and dare not summon another General 
Council; that the last ‘C*cumenical’ has been held; 
that the diversities of opinion and distractions of 
party would inevitably issue in the break up of the 
Papacy; that the instinctive reluctance of Leo X., 
Clement VII, and Pius IV. to convene any such 
assembly will be a thousandfold stronger in every 
future Pope, — because the degree of freedom now 
diffused through so many States of Europe would 
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irresistibly secure full liberty of discussion. The 
blasphemous proverb, reported by Paul Sarpi, — 
‘that the Holy Ghost was sent every few days from 
Rome to Trent in a post-bag,’ would have no chance 
of again becoming current. One of the ancient 
Councils decreed that a Council should be held every 
thirty years. Perhaps it meant every three hundred. 
‘ Will it be held then?’ Protestants confidently ask. 
They say that the ‘ cup to the laity,’ and other things, 
which so many demanded at Trent in vain, must be 
granted in a future Council, if there shall ever be one. 
— But how can there ever be one? for to grant what 
must then be granted, though at Trent withheld, will 
ruin infallibility, unless it can be saved by the assur- 
ance that in the points retracted Rome was infallibly 
in error. ‘This comes, say Protestants, of stereotyping 
human theology; of planting the cedar of Lebanon 
in a flower-pot; it either will not grow, or if it does, 
woe to the earthen vessel that contains it! 

If all this be so, nothing can be said but that it 
is very unfortunate ; for it is as certain as any thing 
can be, that a General Council will be demanded 
sooner or later, whether granted or not. And till 
it is granted, and a ¢rue unity attained, it is to 
be feared that Protestants will be inclined, as before, 
to laugh at what seems but its semblance. ‘ Unity !’ 
they exclaim, ‘whether external or internal, it is 
equally a chimera. As to Rome’s external unity, 
its just image is that of an old gnarled oak, from 
which the fairest boughs and the richest foliage have 
perished ; and from which every leaf will be stript 
in due season. It is the same venerable trunk, no 
doubt. Down fell the huge branch of the Greek 
Church with all its leafy honours, if indeed it can 
ever be said to have been more than an imperfect 
graft upon the Papal trunk at all. But still they cry, 
Behold the majestic unity of the tree! Down came 
at the Reformation the fruitful branches of Germany 
and Holland, and at last of England and Scotland ; 
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but still the cry is, Behold the inviolable unity! And 
so long as the trunk remains, though it be reduced to 
Pope and Conclave, and every branch, and twig, and 
leaf shall have been severed from it, it will still be 
possible to say, Behold the unity! It is in trutha 
sort of unity which nothing can impair.’ 

‘And its internal unity,’ they insist, ‘is equally 
curious; for it consists in the close contact, by me- 
chanical compression, of all sorts of heterogeneous 
substances; many varieties of hypothesis respecting 
infallibility itself; its seat,—dits limits, —and the 
results which are derived from the application of any 
of these varying theories, — besides an infinite variety 
of opinions on subjects which appear quite as im- 
portant as many of those fantastical ones which the 
Church has undertaken dogmatically to decide. The 
just image of this unity, is to be seen in some masses 
of geological remains, in which shells, bones of ex- 
tinct species, genuine coprolite relics, and divers 
earthy substances are compressed into artificial union, 
and exhibit the marvellous power of — petrifaction.’ 
Into the justice of such comparisons we do not enter, 

Meantime we want a solution of our doubts, if we 
or the mass of our countrymen are ever to be con- 
verted at all. Sometimes, indeed, we meet with a 
guast Roman Catholic, who attempts to alleviate them, 
—not by denying that such and such apparently au- 
thoritative decisions of Popes and Councils, separately 
or conjointly, have been uttered, which he neverthe- 
less rejects as firmly as we do; nor, again, by ad- 
mitting that the infallibility in question must be 
abandoned, — but by reminding us that the decisions 
in question occurred so many centuries ago, and in 
such a very different state of the world, and that it 
is not worth while to discuss arguments extracted out 
of musty records, dated in such remote antiquity! 
It reminds us of the woman who, having heard a 
very pathetic discourse on the Crucifixion, remarked 
to her neighbour, ‘ Well, it seems to have been a long 
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way off, and a long time ago; let us hope it is not 
true.’ — Such an argument is of admirable use, if we 
are at liberty to abandon the notion of Romish infalli- 
bility and immutability ; or if infallibility in process 
of time can become fallible, or immutability mutable ; 
or if things may be infallibly true four centuries ago, 
and the direct contrary infallibly true now; but to 
argue that the decisions of an infallible Church are 
not to be pleaded because they were delivered four 
centuries ago, is as if a man were to say that the 
theorems of Euclid were indeed true in Euclid’s days, 
but not now; or, like Moliére’s Physician, that the 
heart used, indeed, to be on the left side, ‘Mais nous 
avons changé tout cela!’ When time can either 
make things the same and not the same, or transform 
truth into falsehood, then, and not till then, may there 
be an infallibility which may err, and an immuta- 
bility which can change. 

Some, again, strive to quiet doubts occasioned by 
such decrees as those of the Third or Fourth Lateran, 
or any previous Council whatever, by reminding us 
that the Council of Trent has been more moderate in 
these articles. This, we regret to say, does not help 
us at all; first, because that Council distinctly asserts 
in its anathematising decrees against heretics, quite 
enough to render religious toleration a seeming impos- 
sibility to a genuine Romanist ; and, secondly, because 
the appeal is not to this or that Pope or to this or that 
Council, but to all the General Councils, or to all 
the Popes, or to all the General Councils and Popes 
conjointly, according to the special theories adopted 
by the ‘private judgment’ of particular parties in the 
Romish Church. Now the decisions made by the 
authorities thus defined, prior to the Council of Trent, 
were either the same as those of ‘Trent, or op- 
posed to them, or simply not affirmed by the Council 
of Trent at all; if the same, then the argument is 
where it was, and the old difficulties still remain; 
if different or opposite, then, indeed, we are left either 
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to adopt contradictions as a curious way of preserving 
infallibility, or, by rejecting one of them, to reject 
infallibility at the same time! Lastly, if the dogma 
of the universal and absolute supremacy of the Pope, 
as asserted (say) by Gregory VIL, and the persecut- 
ing Canons of the Fourth Lateran, were not touched 
by the Council of Trent, if it neither abjured nor 
affirmed such articles, then the silence of the Council 
of Trent on such matters cannot annul the validity 
of the bulls of previous Popes, and the decrees of 
previous Councils. But suppose that we argue in the 
affirmative from the silence of that Council, and 
thence infer its virtual condemnation of the obnoxious 
dogmas affirmed by previous Councils, then all the 
old perplexities reappear; unless, as said before, the 
infallible Church is so infallible that she cannot err 
even in embracing either side of a contradiction ! 

Nor will the Ultramontanists (consistent advocates 
of Rome) feel any difficulty in the case. Their explana- 
tion is at hand, and ample enough to cover all objec- 
tions. Rome, they will say, at Trent, either simply did 
not urge all her claims, and her silence could not pre 
judice any assertion of those she had already made ; 
or, —if the Council, in deference to temporal sove- 
reigns, and in the unhappy condition produced by 
Protestantism, would not speak out the claims she did 
make, —it only follows that she simply refrained 
from urging, not that she abandoned them. Nor 
(they proceed, and justly,) were the Pope and his 
legates wanting in their duty towards the Church, — 
only alas! temporal sovereigns did not know ¢hezr duty. 
Did they not make those memorable demands which 
provoked the stormy invectives of the French envoy 
Ferrier ? * 

Tt is right that Protestants on their part should 
remember these demands. ‘The list is characteristic 

* There is scarcely a more graphic passage in any history 
than that in which Sarpi gives the ironical speech of Ferrier, 
and the consternation it produced in the Council. He must, 
indeed, have been like a wild bull in a crockery shop. 
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— That Churchmen should not be cited before the lay 
courts: That the lay courts should not interfere in 
causes of matrimony, heresy, tithes, patronage, pa- 
trimonial benefices, ecclesiastical fiefs, the temporal 
jurisdiction of Churches, nor in any cause civil, 
criminal, or mixed, pertaining to the ecclesiastical 
courts: That Churchmen should not be liable to pay 
taxes, tenths, forage, or subsidies of any sort, either 
on the property of the Church or on their own pro- 
perty: That the property of the Church of every 
kind, tithes, and other rights, should be held sacred 
from the hands of the lay powers: That all letters, 
citations, sentences, and excommunications, from the 
ecclesiastical courts, or from Rome, should be pro- 
mulgated and executed without requiring any exe- 
quatur or permission from the civil power: That 
neither emperor, nor king, nor any other prince, 
should interfere with the said courts or with the tri- 
bunal of the Inquisition, but should, when required, 
give them the assistance of the secular arm. 

These claims the Roman See consented to keep in 
abeyance (though the principal were afterwards ex- 
pressly asserted in the celebrated bull In Coena Do- 
mini, by Pius V.,) and the Council expressed no 
decision upon them. Protestants, by the by, will 
here interpose with the objection already stated, that 
if a reluctant consent on the part of the Pope not to 
press these claims is tantamount to a rejection of 
them on the part of the Council, — then principles 
and measures may be infallibly right under one Pope 
and Council, which were infallibly wrong under another 
Pope and Council. But, what is more, we arrive at 
the singular result, that the infallibility of the Council 
of Trent was so far the result of not admitting the 
claims of the Pope; and further, that the infallibility, 
in fact, was the infallibility, not of the representatives 
of Rome, who were willing enough to be led astray, 
but that of the secular princes! Surely Protestants 
must be excused remarking that, if Rome was under 
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unerring guidance upon this occasion, ‘she was led 
by a way that she knew not.’ Happy prerogative of 
infallibility, which, even when it would fain go 
wrong, is kept from doing so by the still surer infal- 
libility of a secular guide! 

It is hard enough, on any hy pores to know what 
Englishmen are to do in the event of their conver- 
sion; the dilemma is aggravated by diversity of 
judgment in those who assure us that they enjoy im- 
munity from it. The genuine Ultramontanist tells us 
that Rome has abandoned none of the claims she 
ever made; that whatever was not re-affirmed in the 
Council of Trent is simply not re-affirmed, but is 
not therefore surrendered, as, indeed, it cannot be 
by the very theory and principle of Roman infalli- 
bility; again, that whatever the Council of Trent has 
affirmed remains stereotyped for ever by the very 
same principle ; that whatever claims Rome in these 
latter ages has not been able to enforce, have not 
been renounced,—they have not been enforced 
simply because she has wanted the power, and not 
the will, to enforce them; that this is plainly con- 
firmed by the fact that her power, when limited, has 
always been limited from without, not from within ; 
that no voluntary concessions can be pleaded against 
her; that every fragment of authority which has been 
wrested from her since those happy days when the 
dethronement of princes was her glorious work, and 
the menace of an interdict was as the whisper of an 
earthquake, has been ruthlessly torn from her amidst 
her protestations and tears; and that she still ever 
acts up to the limits of the power left to her, as she 
does at this moment, wherever her sway is acknow- 
ledged. Such a man, therefore, in effect tells us, with- 
out disguise, that, though the British Roman Catholic 
may claim religious toleration, it is not as admitting 
the wisdom of extending such privileges to mankind 
in general, nor as conceding that, were his Church to 
regain the ascendancy, he ought to indulge in any 
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weak reciprocity of a similar nature ; — that the true 
principles of Rome are seen in every country of Eu- 
rope wherever and whenever the policy of Rome 
can induce monarchs and their legislatures to second 
her desires; that if, accordingly, Roman Catholics 
demand from Protestants the amplest religious free- 
dom, it is on the principles of Protestants, and not on 
their own, that they demand it; that, though heretics 
ought not to persecute the orthodox, the orthodox 
must and ought to persecute heretics ; that error can 
have no right to coerce the truth, but that truth may 
and ought to coerce error. This is certainly, prima 
facie, the most consistent extrication from our per- 
plexities, and one which we have somehow a pre- 
sentiment all ought to adopt on becoming Roman 
Catholics. 

There is another method, indeed, of solution, but 
it is the ‘mauvais pas’ to the Roman Catholic theo- 
logian. It is a pass through the very heart of Pro- 
testantism, and none but the mountaineer of those 
regions can venture to trust his feet there; it is 
that of denying the infallibility of Popes and Councils, 
separately or conjointly, because, as Protestants ob- 
ject, their frequent contradictions of one another is 
undeniable, whatever tests or limitations you choose 
_ to apply for the fixing of the Protean thing. ‘I see 
with my own eyes,’ says Chillingworth, ‘that Popes 
have been opposed to Popes, and Councils to Coun- 
cils; that Popes have contradicted Councils and 
Councils Popes;’ ‘our judge of controversies has be- 
come our greatest controversy.’ 

Lastly, there sometimes comes in among these em- 
barras the guasi-philosopher of our day who has sur- 
mounted all vulgar notions respecting the necessity of 
attaining any thing certain and consistent on such sub- 
jects. He is one who has reached a sublime indifferen- 
tism at once to religion and to truth; who says to us 
much as Epicurus might have said to a heathen idola~ 
ter, Why not take a shorter road? If you choose to 
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affirm your belief in dogmas, and an approbation of 
practices which your heart renounces, and which 
you would not for the world practically exemplify in 
life and conduct; if you think proper to swear by 
formularies which have virtually become obsolete ; 
if you find a consolation in repeating that the Church 
of Rome has never erred and never can, though you. 
in effect admit that you would be inexorably resolved 
in many respects to act contrary to her decisions, 
laws, and principles, what does it signify? Can you 
not act, as Sheridan is said to have done, when his 
son told him that he had been down a coal pit (much 
to his father’s horror,) in order that he might have 
the pleasure of saying that he had? ‘Well, you 
fool,’ answered the father, ‘and could you not say that 
you had been down without having been down ?’ 
Such a style of talk is all very well for those phi- 
losophers of whom Gibbon speaks when he says 
that, in their estimate, all religious systems are 
equally true, and for the statesmen in whose estimate 
they are all equally useful; but it will not do for 
Englishmen who cannot bring themselves to the 
ethics attributed to Sheridan. They desire to see 
men intelligible in their statements, frank, ingenuous, 
and honest in their conduct; they believe that to be 
a true philosopher, the ‘love of truth’ must be only 
another name for the ‘love of wisdom.’ They decline 
being involved in paradoxes which would imperil the 
stability of any convictions. ‘They feel that to affirm 
in words what they deny in fact, is a dangerous con- 
dition of human nature. 

Though we intend not any reflection on the loyalty 
or the patriotism of our Roman Catholic fellow-sub- 
jects, we see every now and then the results of a con- 
dition of unstable equilibrium resulting from the want 
of a thorough adjustment and determination of some 
of the points discussed in this article. Thus, Mr. J. 
O’Connell *, who would, no doubt, be very unwilling 


* Times’ Debate on Papal Aggression, Feb. 7. 1851. 
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to have the laws of the Church, as recently applied in 
Sardinia, applied here, cannot help apologising for the 
conduct of the Romish Church towards that country! 
Those ‘ecclesiastical immunities,’ which can be de- 
fended only on extreme ultramontane principles, but 
the abrogation of which he seems to think a wrong, 
he would, we venture to presume, protest against in 
England. Why then defend them or apologise for 
them there? Similar, but more dangerous, inconsist- 
encies are seen in those senators who avow that they 
voted against their convictions on a recent motion, 
purely because they were determined, as Roman 
Catholics, to embarrass a government which (they 
contended) had insulted their religion; and who avow 
that they will continue to act on that principle! Pre- 
carious surely must be their theory of political duty. 
What are we to think of those Free-Traders, who so 
advised them? What should we say of the parallel 
case of Conservatives voting in favour of Mr. Locke 
King’s motion avowedly against their convictions, in 
order to spite Lord John Russell, because his Eccle- 
siastical Titles Bill did not, as they conscientiously 
thought, go far enough! 

Another instance of this unstable equilibrium is 
seen in the proceedings of the Synod of Thurles. 
The attempt to obtain a papal rescript against the 
Colleges, seemed to Protestants, and to many Roman 
Catholics, (among them the Earl of Shrewsbury,) a 
factious interference with the undoubted civil rights 
of our country. That the nation, r.ght or wrong in 
its views of the possibility of giving an education 
which may be useful to all without interfering with 
the perfect religious freedom of any, is at liberty to 
try the experiment of such a system, would seem un- 
deniable; and as long as it is the will of the majority 
that the experiment should be tried, most people will 
think that it ought to be tried. The minority can, if 
they please, refuse to accept the benefit of such a 
system, and, if they believe it prejudicial, can endea- 
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vour to obtain its abrogation. All this is quite in 
harmony with the modes in which all such things are 
conducted amongst us. But that the experiment 
should be thwarted by an appeal to a foreign poten- 
tate, whether spiritual or temporal, — by influences 
emanating from a distant and extra-national centre, 
and directed against a purely civil institute, — this, 
however consistent with the ultramontane theory of 
the Roman Catholic Church, is likely, we apprehend, 
to startle the loyalty and patriotism of many other 
British Roman Catholics besides the Earl of Shrews- 
bury. In truth, if institutions can be thus assailed, in 
which the very fault complained of is that the religion 
of Rome is simply left, with every other, to itself, it 
were hard to find any institutions amongst us against 
which, on similar, and far more plausible, grounds, 
rescripts of popes might not be asked, and a foreign 
organisation factiously worked against them. 

Of the wisdom of the opposition, if Rome wish to 
convert us, we say nothing. Many Protestants will 
certainly think that that opposition sprang, not from 
fears of Atheism, but from the dread of Knowledge ; 
that if the priests had been confident of the supe- 
Tiority of their spiritual weapons, and of the force of 
their theological arguments, they would have said, 
‘Give the youth of Ireland as much knowledge as 
you please; we will take care to turn it to a right 
account. You cannot educate them religiously ; you 
in this case leave that to us; we will take care to 
fulfil the duty well, and as it is more difficult to 
instruct the ignorant than the well-informed, we shall 
have an easier task. ‘The Roman Catholic religion 
does not shun the light, as you falsely allege. Ignor- 
ance is not the mother of our devotion.’ But as it is, 
multitudes will argue the other way, and suspect that 
the agitators feared lest in equal conflict Protestantism 
would prove the stronger. 

The manner in which the Irish Roman Catholic 
laity will treat the recommendations of their ecclesi- 
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astics on this subject, will, in some degree, determine 
how far they are amenable to ultramontane influences, 
and prepared to receive the seemingly true theory of 
the Romish Church ; — whether they have ceased or 
not to feel, as our forefathers, jealous of every foreign 
interference in our internal affairs. But if the synod 
are right, it is certain they ought to go much further. 
On the same principles, the Pope of Rome should be 
asked, a fortiori, for a rescript to condemn every 
civil institution amongst us; for none of them can 
possibly offer less ground of objection than one the 
very character of which is that it does not assail the 
Romish religion, but leaves every Romanist free to 
profess and teach his own opinions. 

We may be permitted, perhaps, to suggest to the 
prompters of the Church of Rome at the present 
crisis *, the desirableness of acting with caution in the 
difficult enterprise of reconverting our country. It 
may be doubted whether it will be safe for his Holi- 
ness and the Propaganda to lend a too ready ear to 
the sanguine representations of Cardinal Wiseman 
and Father Newman; for there can hardly be a 
doubt that there has been a grievous miscalculation 
of the extent to which England sympathised with the 
feelings of the Tractarians. Perhaps it would be 
better that Pio Nono should yet for a while confine 
his efforts to unceasing supplications to the Virgin. 
Let him wait not only till she has ‘winked,’ but 
‘nodded’ assent. 

It may be doubted, also, whether the ‘assumption’ 
of the title of ‘bishop,’ even apart from that of local 
or territorial designation, be very wise; since, if the 
term be thought dangerous by the perverse Protest- 
ants, they have it inevitably in their power to cheapen 
it just as much as they please. The title will not 
be forbidden by legislative enactment ; neither ought 
it to be, being the name of a purely spiritual and 


* The time of the “ Papal Aggression,” as it was called. 
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religious functionary. Now if the various denomina- 
tions of Christians should take it into their schis- 
matical heads that the term, as confined to certain 
churches, may convey too strong a tang of ‘apostoli- 
cal succession’ and ‘sacramental efficacy,’ and be 
apt to perpetuate error among the vulgar, what will 
they do but give the title to every Christian minister 
just as it is given in the New Testament? Nor will 
the learned think this inconsistent; for it is the 
proper scriptural term for the true ruler of a Christian 
Church (whoever may be the true), and each sect of 
course must think the best right to it to rest with its 
own ministers. By the confession of all who are 
entitled to give any opinion on the subject, by the 
authority of all the best critics, the names ‘ bishop’ 
and ‘presbyter’ are everywhere interchangeable in 
Scripture; and since each denomination believes its 
ministers to be, if not the only, still the truest and 
most genuine types of the Christian ‘bishop,’ — each 
denomination will name its ministers or pastors by 
that envied title, qualifying the genus, of course, as 
usual, by the differentia of Anglican, Presbyterian, 
Congregational, and so forth. ‘This,’ they will say, 
‘would soon do more to disabuse the public mind of 
all irrational prejudices and pseudo-sacred associa- 
tions than probably any thing else; and also compel 
the Roman Catholic bishops to employ the proper 
discriminating epithet. It would cheapen down the 
term to truth and sobriety... What with Anglican 
bishops, or bishops of the Established Church, Roman 
Catholic bishops, Presbyterian bishops, Congregational 
bishops, Wesleyan bishops, and Unitarian bishops, men 
would be ready to parody Dean Swift’s grace after 
his surfeit of variously-dressed rabbits :— 
‘ Bishops ancient, bishops new, 

Bishops false, and bishops true, 

Bishops young, and bishops old, 

Bishops hot, and bishops cold, 

mi Bishops tender, bishops tough ; 
We thank the Pope we’ve had enough.’ 
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The world is ruled by names; and the Roman 
Catholic Bishop would be ready in a twelvemonth to 
sigh for the more obscure, but less ignoble title of 
‘Vicar Apostolic.” The innovation might be a little 
ridiculed, it is true, for a time, but it would outlive 
that. Whether, indeed, the various advocates of 
different modes of ecclesiastical government, who 
acknowledge that the term ‘Bishop’ is the proper 
scriptural appellation of a minister of a Christian 
Church, and that their ministers in particular most 
aptly and truly represent him, are not justly open to 
ridicule and contempt for pusillanimously declining 
that name, and using any other than the one they 
most approve, it is for them to consider. 

We may also humbly venture to suggest whether, 
if the conversion of England is to be effected at all, 
it be desirable to proceed quite so incautiously and 
ostentatiously as in the recent movement. By ex- 
citing the jealousies of a powerful nation, it may end 
in a war of reprisals. It may be mooted among Pro- 
testants, whether it does not become them to emulate 
that zeal for the extension and manifestation of per- 
fect religious liberty among Catholic nations which 
Cardinal Wiseman is so anxious should pervade his 
native land. And although none would recommend 
them to do as the Pope has done — deliberately break 
the existing laws of other countries, or erect Pro- 
testant sees, with territorial jurisdiction annexed, 
without consulting the wishes and obtaining the per- 
mission of the countries thus favoured, — though, we 
say, they cannot do this, not having even the power 
of ‘dispensing’ with the ordinary requirements of di- 
plomatic etiquette, or of granting ‘indulgences’ for 
any peccadilloes of ecclesiastical caprice; yet there 
are other methods, not less effective, in which they 
may manifest their sincere desire not to be outdone 
in the sublime love of perfect religious liberty. Per- 
haps they will not be disposed to allow the matter to ter- 
minate in a mere renewal of the controversy with the 
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Roman Sce; they may bestir themselves with greater 
activity than ever for the propagation of liberal 
opinions among surrounding nations. With such 
power and wealth, with the press so largely at her 
command, with her ships in every port, England in 
her turn might, if she pleased, organise, by voluntary 
effort, a Propaganda which would be quite as ef- 
fectual as the similar society at Rome. Protestantism 
may be roused to say with Luther, ‘ You have called 
for war: you shall have it.’ Rome can, in these days 
of international activity and intercourse, adopt no 
‘continental system’ which will effectually stop a 
contraband trade in truth and liberty; no ‘cordon 
sanitaire,’ which will effectually shut out that ‘moral 
pestilence’ which, as a recent pope has so strongly 
remarked, religious freedom and the toleration of 
opinion must necessarily bring with them! What- 
ever the Church of Rome is entitled to expect from 
Protestant Governments, Protestant Governments. 
must be entitled to expect from the Church of Rome. 
Nor can we think the present movement very wise 
even in relation to the Pope himself. We hear En- 
glishmen every day saying —‘It is as it ever was; 
the Holy Pontiff seems to be but an indifferent re- 
presentative of the religion of peace. What a plague 
the Pope is! How tired we are of his very name! 
Crippled in power, and humbled in pretensions as 
compared with the Hildebrands and Innocents of 
other days, his voice is still the signal of discord as in 
past ages. He cannot touch any thing in Christendom, 
but it is sure to turn to bitterness. In what a tur- 
moil has England been kept by his absurd preten- 
sions! our whole nation divided into factions, and 
full of jealousies ; our time, and patience, and energies 
consumed ; our cabinets and legislatures absurdly oc- 
cupied in fruitless debates! He cannot make us fear 
him — but he takes excellent care that we shall never 
love him.’ Such will be the result, in tens of thou- 
sands of cases, of the unwise movement of 1850. 


ULTRAMONTANE DOUBTS. 925 


At one thing, indeed, in the recent movement we 
unfeignedly rejoice ; and that is, at the obstreperous 
zeal on behalf of religious liberty, which many of our 
Roman Catholic fellow-subjects have manifested. It 
is impossible not to be edified with their lectures on 
this subject. Henceforth they will surely become 
the champions of religious toleration and intellectual 
freedom all the world over. The least we can expect 
is fraternal sympathy with every attempt to enlarge 
the liberties of their fellow-lieges of Rome in every 
quarter of the globe; unflinching opposition to every 
vestige of persecution; condemnation of the restric- 
tions which prevent the expression or diffusion of any 
tenets of Protestantism. And if, as some suppose, 
Dr. Wiseman should hereafter become Pope, what 
bright auguries for Europe may not be conceived 
from those lofty sentiments of religious freedom — 
that trembling solicitude, lest in any degree it should 
be violated — those magnanimous appeals to degene- 
rate Englishmen which his ‘ Letter to the People of 
England’ displays! May we not fondly hope that on 
assuming the tiara he will lose no time in recom- 
mending, that in no part of Catholic Europe there be 
offered any obstruction whatever to the diffusion and 
expression of religious opinions, much less any punish- 
ment inflicted for such an offence? As our less as- 
piring and less consistent notions of religious liberty 
forbid us to allow Romish sees with ‘territorial’ de- 
signations to be erected amongst us, or ‘counties’ to 
be ‘governed’ by Romish bishops without our leave, 
this may, perhaps, justify the future Pope in for- 
bidding Protestants to erect of their individual autho- 
rity Episcopal sees in the Papal States; but we 
cannot doubt, from his own conduct in the parallel 
case, that it will be his earnest wish that Protestants 
may have that liberty, even though it be not granted. 
At all events, however, the imperfect measure of li- 
berty — of free action and free speech, which he and 
his co-religionists have enjoyed here, would then be 
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allowed throughout the domain of Rome, — that at 
Jeast, we take it for granted may be made sure of. 
Whether, indeed, the possibility of such liberality 
will be a recommendation with the Conclave to elect 
him, is another question. It is to be hoped, at all 
events, that the papal chair may not, in his case, 
work a transformation like that wrought on A‘neas 
Sylvius, who, till his elevation, pleaded for the pre- 
eminence of a Council over the Pope, — giving as a 
reason for the clergy’s generally thinking otherwise, 
‘that a Pope confers bishoprics and abbeys, but a 
Council gives none;* but who, when made Pope 
himself, had his eyes opened to discern the great pri- 
vileges of St. Peter’s chair! 

We rejoice at another result of the recent move- 
ments. They afford palpable proof of the real pro- 
gress which the mass of the people have made since 
the Lord George Gordon riots. That a great nation 
so deeply stirred throughout its length and breadth, 
should have spoken so decidedly and acted so mode- 
rately ; should have uttered such vehement convic- 
tions, and yet maintained so much self-control, is a 
phenomenon equally novel and gratifying. It is true, 
indeed, that the Earl of Shrewsbury, writing from the 
distant land of Sicily, and of course under circum- 
stances singularly favourable to accuracy of informa- 
tion, speaks, somewhat pathetically, of the ‘persecu- 
tion’ which his Roman Catholic fellow-subjects have 
endured, and even talks, with much naiveté, of the 
‘Lynch Law’ to which they have been sometimes 
abandoned! Once, indeed, and only once, was human 
life sacrificed, but we beg to inform his Lordship that 
the victim was a Protestant policeman, who was en- 
deavouring to repress the exuberant liberty of some 
Trish Roman Catholics. Those of us who have lived 
in the midst of the agitation may well be surprised at 
the novelty of his statements. It may be sufficient 
to set against them the testimony of the noble Earl’s 
amiable and candid co-religionist Lord Camoys, de- 
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livered (as the result of actual observation) in the 
House of Peers, in the debate on the address : — ‘ Be- 
fore he sat down, let him express the great satisfaction 
he had felt at observing the liberal feeling which had 
pervaded all the public meetings on this subject; at 
none of them had any resolution been passed which 
went beyond the points which the meeting deemed it 
essential to maintain for the defence of their own reli- 
gious rights and liberties; at none of them had there 
been any manifestations of intolerance towards others, 
of a desire to withdraw from others the toleration con- 
ceded to them.’ 

For our own parts, we venture to say that Pro- 
testants will be quite satisfied with similar treatment 
from Roman Catholics. When they see countries in 
which the Roman Catholic religion is as predominant 
as Protestantism is with us, exhibiting a similar spec- 
tacle of liberality and moderation, they will be per- 
fectly content. When, for example, they see the 
Government of the Papal States, not only freely tole- 
rating a minority of Protestants in the exercise of 
their religion, but calmly leaving them in possession 
of their privileges, at the very moment that the Go- 
vernment is most indignant at the spectacle of what 
it may have conceived an encroachment on its civil 
rights, they will not ask greater proofs of moderation 
and forbearanee. When they see a foreign and a 
Protestant Power dividing Italy into dioceses with 
territorial jurisdiction — the head of such a hierarchy 
proclaiming (in imitation of Cardinal Wiseman in the 
parallel case) that the ‘ country’ is Protestant, and 
the principal Protestant organs (as the Tablet with 
us) assuring the Roman Catholies that the said Pro- 
testant priests are the only rightful spiritual guides of 
every baptised person, even in spite of his protest and 
against his will; when, we say, Protestants shall see 
all this, and yet see the Roman Catholies, though 
rising as one man against these assumptions, under 
sufficient self-command to leave the Protestant mine- 
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rity in the peaceful possession of the fullest toleration, 
they will be perfectly well satisfied with the result. 
But unhappily, as Protestants assert, the experiment 
cannot be tried, from a twofold impossibility; it is 
impossible that the Pope should he liberal enough to 
practise the unlimited toleration of Protestantism, and 
impossible that Protestantism should imitate the as- 
sumptions of the Pope. We trust that Cardinal 
Wiseman will do something to render doubtful the 
former impossibility ; the latter we are content should 
remain. 

The day is coming when either the ultramontane 
theory, as developed by such writers as De Maistre, 
will be universal and paramount, or the theory of the 
infallibility and supremacy of the Church of Rome 
will crumble to atoms. The theory of a divided alle- 
giance the nations will at length find to be untenable. 
There are three theories, any one of which is con- 
sistent: the first is that of the universal monarchy of 
the Pope,—‘ with one sword under the other,’ ac- 
cording to the Gregorian notions; this is, in other 
words, the direct spiritual and indirect temporal su- 
premacy, as expounded by Bellarmine and De Maistre. 
The second is that which denies that any earthly 
sovereign, pope or king, has any claim to spiritual 
allegiance, —the supreme head of the Church being 
supposed invisible and celestial; whose august prero-~ 
gatives, therefore, come not into competition with the 
paltry rights of earthly princes. The third theory 
applies in those cases (though they are very rare) 
in which a nation is nearly unanimous in adopting 
the same religious belief, and the State and the Church 
all but coincide. In all these cases, different as they © 
are, there is at least no divided allegiance: and though 
in the last case dissenters exist, still if they recognise 
none but an invisible and superhuman head of the 
Church, there is no ground for political jealousies. 
But when a man acknowledges that half his allegiance 
is due to a foreigner, and him again a foreign po- 


ULTRAMONTANE DOUBTS. 299 


tentate, the supreme director of his conscience,— it is 
impossible that discord, strife, and embarrassment 
should not result as they ever have done. While such 
a state of things lasts in any nation, it will be wisdom 
to give to citizens in this condition the amplest reli- 
gious liberty, and especially to take the utmost care 
that no impediment be offered to the unrestricted ex- 
ercise of their public worship and the free expression 
of opinion; but to imagine, that cases will not arise 
in which the two claims will come into collision — 
in which the spiritual supremacy will demand indul- 
gences and make encroachments which the temporal 
sovereignty neither will nor ought to yield, is per- 
fectly absurd; this must happen, when the seat of 
religious empire is local, and its occupant a man, a 
foreigner, and a prince.—Let us suppose a case. If 
the Wesleyan Methodists, who are admitted to have a 
very compact ecclesiastical organisation, had a local 
centre and a supreme head at New York; if a Wes- 
leyan ‘ Pope’ there (we intend no offence to the Pope 
by thus comparing him with the President of the 
Conference, nor, we may add, to the President of the 
Conference by comparing him with the Pope,) had 
the power of influencing and directing the opinions 
and actions of the entire Wesleyan body here, in re- 
lation to a variety of our national institutions, and at 
every critical moment in the history of the two 
countries: if that Wesleyan Pope were also the per- 
petual President of the United States*; further, if, 
however the numbers, wealth, and endowments of the 


* It is of no avail to plead the political insignificance of 
Rome. Rome was not always politically insignificant ; nor was 
it, we presume, because it was so that it was selected as the seat 
of the Universal Church, whether Saint Peter, or any one else, 
chose it in preference to Jerusalem or Antioch. But the evil 
lies deeper. A dependent state or public body represents the 
political importance of the Governments on which it may de- 
pend. Where is lodged the political weight of the Greek Church 
at present? and how wiclded ? (1851.) 

+ .* This has been significantly illustrated since, in 1853-4. 
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body might increase, it were sought that a ‘ corpus 
juris’ like the Canon Law should regulate their con- 
duct; and lastly, that that law contained only one. 
such sentence as that ‘an oath to the disadvantage of 
the Church — contra utilitatem ecclesiasticam — is 
not to be observed,’—it would, we suppose, be im- 
possible not to be jealous of such a foreign influence; . 
and if told that to interfere with it would be to in- 
terfere with spiritual rights, the answer would doubt- 
less be, that the fault lay with those who attempted 
the impossible task of making a perfect partition of 
two incompatible forms of allegiance — in recognising 
the claims of two local and visible sovereigns, one 
foreign and one native. It is the glory of Christi- 
anity, that it is equally adapted to all nations and to 
all ages; and there must be some way, therefore, in 
which it is capable of entering with prompt facility 
and flexible ease into combination with every form of 
government and polity. Now either the subordination 
of the temporal to the spiritual supremacy, according 
to the ultramontane theory, or the denial, on the part 
of the nations, of any such visible spiritual supremacy, 
will almost equally well serve to obviate difficulties ; 
but there is hardly any other way. Therefore, again, 
we say, that when our Roman Catholic friends have 
succeeded in reconciling us to the Roman Church, we 
shall probably pass far beyond the position of the 
British Roman Catholics, and of the ‘ semi-Protestant’ 
_ Bossuet. 

If the anticipated triumphs of Romanism are ever 
to be achieved, and the representations in Dr. Wise- 
man’s pastoral are to cease to be enormous figures of 
speech; if England is really to revolve in its radiant 
path round the ‘centre of Catholic unity,’ or, as Pro- 
testants at present think, like a satellite round the 
dusky orb of Saturn, the impediments stated in this 
article, and which we know operate extensively on 
Knglish minds, require to be fairly met. They are 
scarcely less in magnitude, and certainly not less 
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worthy of consideration, than any of a purely theolo- 
gical nature—if, perhaps, we except the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation, and the stupendous fundamental 
thesis of the whole papal system,—namely, that, 
because Christ said, ‘Thou art Peter, and upon this 
rock I will build my Church,’ therefore, every Bishop 
_ of Rome, through all time, was to be venerated as the 
supreme, and, as millions will have it, the infallible 
head of the universal Church! The chasm between 
the first and last proposition in the sorites into which 
this enthymeme is usually developed, is prodigious ; 
and even were all the intermediate propositions — that 
Peter had some sort of primacy; that Peter was ever 
at Rome; that he was bishop there—as certainly 
true as they have every one been fiercely disputed, 
that chasm hardly seems, to the eye of the Protestant, 
diminished by these few trivial arches; and the re- 
mainder of the bridge, he declares, is the unsub- 
stantial segment of a rainbow supplied by fancy 
alone. 

We have solicited the aid of the Romish Church 
in solving some of our difficulties; yet, when all is 
done, we feel that there will be a whimsical difficulty 
in knowing how to deal with the solutions, — unless 
she will further enlighten our judgment as to how we : 
are to refrain from exercising our judgment in the 
process of receiving or rejecting them. She tells us 
that the ‘ right of private judgment’ is by no means 
to be exercised in matters of religion; but the 
moment her advocates have said this, they begin, in 
a certain way, to 7euson with us. This presents a 
difficulty scarcely felt by one born and bred a Roman 
Catholic, because, from his infancy, the exercise of 
his private judgment in such matters has been reduced 
to a minimum, or rather, has been superseded by sub- 
stituting early prejudices for it. In one sense, all 
must exercise this ‘right,’ — even the Roman Catholic 
does it, once for all —in renouncing it, ever after, in 
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favour of his priest! But in so acting, tke Romanist, 
duly trained ‘ from his youth up,’ has little trouble. 
Earliest prejudice has anticipated judgment properly 
so called. But when addressed to a Protestant, the 
maxim sounds very like a contradiction. It is one, 
from which, in case he infer anything, he is apt to 
infer, either that every man must remain in the reli- 
gious caste in which he has been born, and that pro- 
selytism is an impossibility; or that the Roman Catho- 
lic should not give us reasons for submitting to his 
Church — which, perhaps, is the safest course, and, 
some will say, the course generally adopted; or, that, 
though he gives us reasons, he should at the same time 
tell us that they are not submitted to our judgment, 
and that we are to believe them without judging of 
them! The difficulty is well put in one of the 
‘Cautions for the Times.’ The author says, ‘ But 
the point which Roman Catholics love most to dwell 
on is the weakness of private judgment, which they 
represent as a prevailing reason why we should rather 
give ourselves up to the direction of an infallible 
wuide. yiy sys. + Before a man can rationally judge 
that he should submit his judgment in other things 
to the Church of Rome, he must first have judged: 
1. That there isa God; 2. That Christianity comes 
from God; 38. That Christ has promised to give an 
infallible authority in the Church; 4. That such au- 
thority resides in the Church of Rome. Now, to say 
that men who are competent to form sound judgments 
upon these points, are quite incompetent to form 
sound judgments about any other matters in religion, 
is very like saying, that men may have sound judg- 
ments of their own before they enter the Church of 
Rome, but that they dose all sound judgment entirely, 
from the moment they enter it.’ * 


* The ‘Cautions for the Times’ are well worthy of the at- 
tention, not only of Protestants, as a quiet, lucid, pithy statement 
of the principal difficulties on which they must seck the aid of 
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the Roman Catholic Church, if they are ever to be converted at 
all, but of Roman Catholics themselves. The latter will there 
be enabled precisely to ascertain the perplexities in which their 
anticipated proselytes are at present involved, and will be quali- 
fied to shape their course accordingly. The extreme cheapness 
of these Tracts brings them within the reach of every one; and 
the candour and ability with which they are written ought to 
secure for them a very extensive circulation. 
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a 


THE metempsychosis of error is a curious phenome- 
ron. Though not immortal, it transmigrates through 
many modes of being before it is finally destroyed. 
Apparently dead, buried, rotten — consigned to dust 
and darkness so long ago, that the very volumes in 
which it lies entombed are worm-eaten, and the con- 
troversies in which it seemingly perished no longer 
read, it often breathes and lives again after the lapse 
of centuries, and ‘revisits the glimpses of the moon;’ 
—not usually, it is true, in the very form in which it 
disappeared —in that it would not be lightly tolerated 
again — but in a shape adapted to new times and cir- 
cumstances ; with an organisation, so to speak, which 
qualifies it to exist in a different element of thought 
and feeling. The chrysalis becomes perhaps a gaudy 
butterfly, misleading into a foolish chase thousands of 
those overgrown boys of the human family, who, it 
may be, would have despised it in its original de- 
formity. 

At this none need wonder; for if error passes 
through many changes, it is because human nature is 
stillthe same. In every successive age are reproduced 
minds with all the tendencies which have characterised 


* «Edinburgh Review,’ Jan. 1843. 

1. Mémoire en Faveur de la Liberté des Cultes. Par ALEXAN- 
DRE VINET. 8vo. a Paris: 1828. 

2. The Articles treated on in Tract 90 reconsidered, and their 
Interpretation vindicated; in a Letter to the Rev. R. W. Jelf, 
D.D., Canon of Christ Church. By the Rey. E. B. Pussy, 
D.D. 8vo. Oxford: 1841. 
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those of the past; with the same affinities for special 
ciasses of error, or the same disposition to exaggerate 
and distort truth itself into substantial falsehood. 
Such minds may be, and usually are, modified by the 
age in which they live, the education to which they 
have been subjected, the circumstances under which 
they have been developed ; but they exist, and with 
an idiosyncrasy so marked, that even if they have 
never been stimulated by a knowledge of the theories 
of those who have erred and been confuted before 
them, they often exhibit an invincible tendency to 
similar extravagances. What Thucydides has said of 
the parallelisms which may be perpetually expected in 
political history, is just as applicable to the history of 
opinions : — yryvopera pev Kae det Eodpeva Ewe ay } 
airy guate avOpwrwr th pedAXoy o€, Kat Hovyatrepa, Kal 
TOC ELCECL dunAraypera. . . Yet is there reason to 
hope well of the ultimate destinies of our race; and 
to believe that the progress towards the final triumph 
of Truth and Right is steady and certain, in spite of 
the alternate flux and reflux of the tide. 

The remarks just made on the resuscitation of 
ancient error at distant intervals, and in new forms, 
have been signally illustrated in that great contro- 
versy, or rather complication of controversies, to 
which the discussion of what are called ‘High Church 
Principles’ has recently given rise; and to none of 
the antique novelties (if we may use such an expres- 
sion) commended to us by the advocates of those prin- 
ciples, are they more applicable, than to the doctrines 
recently propounded by one and another of them on 
the subject of the ‘Right of Private Judgment.’ Of 
all the peculiarities of this modern-antique School, 
none, in our opinion, is of graver import or of darker 
omen, than its opposition, more or less disguised, to 
this great principle. 

Few, in the present day, would seek the restoration 
of the brutal, or rather diabolical laws of ancient per- 
secution, any more than they would, even if the choice 
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were given them, breathe life into the bones of a 
Gardiner or a Bonner. To take those laws expressly 
under protection, in defiance both of reason and ex- 
perience ; in defiance of the arguments of such men 
as Taylor, Chillingworth, Bayle, Locke, and others 
scarcely less illustrious, and of the terrible condemna- 
tion supplied in the records of persecution itself, were 
the sheerest insanity. Whatever some may secretly 
wish, not only are hanging and burning for religious 
opinions abolished; but even the more ‘moderate 
forms’ of persecution, as our ancestors facetiously 
_ ealled them, and which its sturdier advocates despised 
as poor peddling arts — the thumb-screw, branding, 
the pillory, incarceration, banishment —are quite out 
of date. Under these circumstances, any attempts 
to revive ancient error in relation to the ‘ Right of 
Private Judgment ’ must be very cautious; and such, 
with some exceptions which have equally moved our 
_ abhorrence and indignation, we have found them to 
be. Not only would expediency dictate modera- 
tion, if the public is to be induced to listen at all; 
but we trust that, in the vast majority of instances, 
even amongst men who cherish the most wltra ‘High 
Church Principles,’ honour and conscience would 
alike recoil from the employment of the ancient me- 
thods under any modifications. How far, indeed, 
such men may sympathise with the views on which 
we shall presently animadvert — whether though they 
do not at present avow it, they may not, as in other 
cases, have their esoteric doctrine, to which the public 
is not yet to be admitted — whether that ‘reserve’ 
which they advocate ‘in the communication of re- 
ligious truth’ be not operating here also— we have 
no means of judging. Our hope and belief is, that 
the greater part of those who question, in one way or 
another, the ‘Right of Private Judgment,’ would not, 
actually resort to any of the exploded forms of perse- 
cution. At all events, we shall not believe they would, 
except where they expressly tell us so. We flatter 


RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGMENT. 237 


ourselves they would not find it so easy to throw off 
the spirit of their own age, as to apologise for the ex- 
cesses of the past; or to repress the best feelings of 
their hearts, as to quench the light of their under- 
standings. We shall, accordingly, bring no indefinite 
charges against any body of men. The particular 
modifications of opinion to which we object shall be 
referred to their proper authors; and chapter and 
verse duly cited for the representation we may make 
of them. But whether they be many or few who 
sympathise with the more reckless of the modern 
Propagandists of the doctrine of persecution, there is 
no reason to anticipate that they will be actually suc- 
cessful. They never can be, until they can convert 
the present into the past, or make the wheels of time 
roll backward. It does not follow, however, that their 
attempts can be safely neglected; or that their opinions 
are not sufficiently dangerous to justify severe ani- 
madyersion. ‘Their intrinsic falsity, absurdity, and 
inconsistency, would be ample warrant for that. But 
when we reflect further, on the tendency of such 
opinions to. confound and perplex the unthinking — 
to foster malignity of temper—to perpetuate the 
remnant of intolerance which still dwells amongst us 
— to endear to some spiteful minds the petty forms 
of persecution which are still within their reach — to 
make them hanker after the forbidden indulgences of 
an obsolete cruelty —it becomes a duty to denounce 
them. Nor is it less incumbent to expose those more 
plausible, and perhaps, on that account, more dan- 
gerous invasions of the ‘ Right of Private Judgment,’ 
which would delude multitudes into the belief that, 
on the authority of fallible mortals like themselves, 
they may repress the voice of conscience, receive as 
true things which they do not believe to be so, and 
practise as innocent rites which they deem forbidden. 

One would think it very superfluous at this time of 
day to define what is meant by the ‘ Rightof Private 
Judgment,’ or to guard these terms against misappre- 
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hension. One would imagine that any mistakes about 
the phrase, or the mode in which it is usually under- 
stood, could not be otherwise than wilful; and, in 
truth, we honestly confess, it is out of our power to 
regard them in any other light. A recent writer, 
however, has attempted to show, that in the greater 
number of cases in which the ‘ Right of Private Judg- 
ment’ would be usually said to be exercised, it is 
not in fact exercised at all. Why? Because there is 
no protracted, deliberate examination as to which is 
the true religion, and a decision logically formed 
accordingly — education, feeling, prejudice, accident, 
having much to do with the judgment ultimately ex- 
pressed! Can any thing be more absurd? Does this 
writer imagine that those who contend for the ‘ Right 
of Private Judgment’ mean that none can actually 
exercise it but those who have first of all certified 
themselves, by actual inspection of the proofs adduced 
in favour of every religion that has subsisted, or still 
subsists, in the world, that their own is the only true 
one? ‘That a man cannot be a Christian, consistently 
with the exercise of his ‘ Right of Private Judgment,’ 
unless he has examined and decided whether Hindoo- 
ism or Mahometanism may not have equal claims? 
Or (confining ourselves to Christianity alone) that he 
cannot be a Christian, in virtue of the exercise of 
the ‘Right of Private Judgment,’ if he has not pro- 
foundly examined the wide question of the Chris- 
tian evidences ; or a Calvinist or Arminian, unless he 
has duly pondered the quinquarticular controversy ? 
Could this author be so ignorant as to suppose that 
the advocates of the right meant this ? It is noto- 
rious that writers by this phrase mean the right of in- 
dividually judging —no matter what the grounds of 
that judgment—what is religious truth, and what not ; 
not merely the abstract right of every man (though, 
it is true, each has it) deliberately to examine, if he 
has leisure and is so inclined, any or all systems of 
religion, and to make selection of that which he con- 
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scientiously deems the true accordingly; but the 
right — in whatever way he may have arrived at his 
actual convictions of what is religious truth —to 
maintain and express that conviction, to the exclusion 
of all means beyond those of argument and persuasion, 
to make him think, or rather, (for that is impossible 
by any except such means,) to make him say other- 
wise. In a word, whether the phrase be abstractedly 
the best that could have been employed or not, it is 
chiefly designed to disallow the right of forcing us to 
believe, or profess to believe, as others bid us. This, 
in fact, is what is really contended for; and it implies 
not merely the right to judge for ourselves, but, so 
far as coercion 1s concerned, the right, if we please, 
not to judge at all; for though no man has a moral right 
to be in the wrong, it does not follow that another man 
has the right to employ force to reclaim him from his 
error. Much needless discussion has been wasted on 
this point by the adversaries of this doctrine, both 
ancient and modern; and yet nothing is more certain, 
or more a matter of daily experience, even where 
religion is not directly in question. Aman has no moral 
right to get drunk at his own table; and yet he has 
a right to deal very unceremoniously with any one 
who would by force prevent him. And so in a thou- 
sand other cases. 

We feel ashamed of having been compelled, in the 
middle of the nineteenth century, to say any thing 
in explanation of the meaning so generally and noto- 
riously attached to the phrase, ‘Right of Private 
Judgment.’ Such being its meaning, however, we 
feel still more ashamed that there are to be found any 
who will deny the right itself. Yet such is the case 
with the writer to whom we have just referred, and 
who has incurred the additional odium of questioning 
that right, even as limited—and, one would have 
thought, put beyond controversy — by his own absurd 
interpretation of it. To one who was disposed to 
question the right, it might be imagined more reasone 
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able, or rather less unreasonable, to deny it, on the 
supposition that it was designed to protect all con- 
sciences, whether the judgment formed was the result 
of deliberate examination or not; than on his own 
supposition that the right was contended for only 
where such deliberate examination had been made. 
Yet even such limited exercise of the right, this author 
does not think it proper to concede tous. According 
to his notions, if any one judges it proper to exercise 
this right, it is quite competent to the civil magistrate 
to inflict penalties on him for so doing. ‘That any 
one would have been insane enough to contend for 
such a proposition in the present day, we could not 
have believed, had we not read the statement with our 
own eyes. In order to protect ourselves from any 
charge of misrepresentation, and to prevent others 
from participating in the incredulity into which, apart 
from such evidence, we should undoubtedly have 
fallen, we shall cite the following passage: — ‘ Now 
the first remark which occurs is an obvious one, which, 
we suppose, will be suffered to pass without opposi- 
tion — that whatever be the intrinsic merits of private 
judgment, yet, if it at all exerts itself in the direction 
of proselytism and conversion, a certain onus probands 
is upon it, and it must show cause, before it is toler- 
ated, why it should not be convicted forthwith as a 
breach of the peace, and silenced znstanter as a mere 
disturber of the existing constitution of things. Of 
course it may be safely exercised in defending what 
is established ; and we are far indeed from saying that 
it is never to advance in the direction of change or 
revolution, else the Gospel itself could never have 
been introduced ; but we consider that such material 
changes have a prima facie case against them — they 
have something to get over — and have to prove their 
admissibility, before it can reasonably be granted ; and 
their agents may be called upon to suffer, in order to 
prove their earnestness, and to pay the penalty of the 
trouble they are causing. Considering the special 
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countenance given in Scripture to quiet unanimity, 
and contentedness, and the warnings directed against 
disorder, irregularity, a wavering temper, discord, 
_and division ; considering the emphatic words of the 
Apostle, laid down as a general principle, and illus- 
trated in detail, “Let every man abide in the same 
calling wherein he was called ;” considering, in a word, 
that change is really the characteristic of error, and 
unalterableness the attribute of truth, of holiness, of 
Almighty God himself, we consider that when private 
judgment moves in the direction of innovation, it may 
well be regarded with suspicion, and treated with 
severity. Nay, we confess even a satisfaction, when 
a penalty is attached to the expression of new doc- 
trines, or to a change of communion. We repeat it, 
if persons have strong feelings, they should pay for 
them: if they think it a duty to unsettle things esta- 
blished, they should show their earnestness by being 
willing to suffer. We shall be the last to complain of 
this kind of persecution, even though directed against 
what we consider the cause of truth. Such disadvan- 
tages do no harm to that cause in the event, but they 
bring home to a man’s mind his own responsibility ; 
they are a memento to him of a great moral law; and 
warn him that his private judgment, if not a duty, is 
a sin.’ * 

This is, in some respects, a remarkable passage. 
One would almost suspect that it must be a plagiarism 
from some ancient writer, were it not that people do 
not generally steal infected garments, nor, like old 
Elwes, appropriate as precious, things they have 
picked up out of the kennel. We almost involun- 


* British Critic, July, 1841.— It is not our wont to make 
lengthened references to contemporary journals. If we have de- 
parted from the usual course on the present occasion, it is as- 
suredly, not because the journal in question is intrinsically 
entitled to much notice, but because it is generally considered to 
be the chief organ and representative of the party who advocate 
the principles of the Oxford Tracts. 
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tarily look for marks of quotation, or some archaisms 
of expression which would fix the date of the para- 
graph some two centuries ago. For ourselves, we 
peruse these arguments, thus recalled from the dead, 
with feelings much akin to those with which we should 
witness the exhumation of a mummy from the depths 
of the Pyramids, or the exhibition of some uncouth- 
looking weapons dug out of an ancient tumulus ; — 
wondering the while at the strange chance by which 
things so long buried in darkness attract the gaze of 
men once more. We seem to be present at the awak- 
ening of some Rip Van Winkle, who had been sleep- 
ing, not, like him of the ‘Sketch Book,’ for twenty, 
but two hundred years. Why, these arguments are 
but a feeble repetition of those which Locke so utterly 
demolished in those matchless specimens of cogent and 
almost scornful logic —the second and third letters on 
‘Toleration;’ and which Bayle had refuted before him, 
in his amusing commentary on the words ‘Compel 
them to come in.’ Few will bring themselves to be- 
lieve that the majority even of those who in general 
agree with the journal from which the above passage 
is extracted, can sympathise with the views of this 
writer. If they do, the people of England would do 
well to watch with double jealousy and suspicion the 
progress of ‘High Church principles.’ If men such 
as he should achieve that triumph of their principles 
for which they are professedly striving, the dearest 
privileges of Englishmen would no longer be safe. 
There is nothing whatever to distinguish the doc- 
trines of this writer from those which characterise 
the most barefaced, naked system of ancient persecu- 
tion ; — nothing which might not have fallen from 
the lips of a Gardiner or a Bonner — nay, from those 
of a Nero or a Dioclesian. For there is absolutely 
nothing to limit the principles laid down; and those 
principles, thus unlimited in themselves, and pushed 
to their legitimate extent, are sufficient to authorise 
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any atrocities. ‘That which is established, no matter 
what, has on that account presumption in its favour 
of being right and true; and therefore, wherever 
‘private judgment at all exerts itself in the direc- 
tion of proselytism and conversion,’ it must ‘show 
cause, before it is tolerated, why it should not be 
‘convicted forthwith as a breach of the peace, and 
silenced instanter as a mere disturber of the existing 
constitution of things.’ It must show cause. To 
whom? Why, to the very parties, to be sure, who 
are interested in suppressing it — who believe that it 
has ‘no cause to show;’ and until ¢hey are satisfied 
— for the innovators are surely satisfied — that it has 
warrant for what it says, it may be suppressed zn- 
stanter, and convicted of a breach of the peace! A 
man must not preach Christianity at Rome, till he 
shows cause to the satisfaction of a Nero or a Diocle- 
sian that there is a sufficiency of reason on his side ; 
and, till then, he may be suppressed znstanter. ‘That 
our author did not mean even to exclude this, the 
strongest case, is evident by his own allusion to ‘the 
introduction of the Gospel:’ and he has plainly left 
us to infer from his principles, that though it was 
right of the Apostles to preach, it was equally right 
in the heathen to persecute them for so doing; the 
innovators not having ‘shown cause’ — as how could 
they to Pagans ?—that ‘their case was admissible,’ 
and ‘that there was nothing in it which might not 
be got over.’ The same principles would of course 
justify the Papists in persecuting the Protestants, and 
Protestants in persecuting the Papists; and every 
form, either of truth or error, that happens to be 
established, in persecuting every exercise of private 
judgment that happens to be at variance with it. It 
must be confessed that these are comprehensive 
principles of persecution, but we do not like them 
the worse for that: they are at all events consistent, 
however indescribably absurd. The accident of 
previous possession determines, it seems, the right to 
R2 
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suppress, and whether it be truth or error, it is all 
the same: only, as truth is one, while error 1s multi- 
form, error will have the advantage of this ruthless 
consistency in a hundred cases to one.— And as 
truth and error are armed with equal right to employ 
this concise method of ‘suppressing zstanter ;’ so, 
as in the older systems of persecution, there is here 
nothing whatever to limit the degree of severity or 
violence which it may be deemed necessary to employ 
for that purpose. The duty is to ‘ suppress znstanter,’ 
unless sufficient cause be shown to those who are 
disinclined to see it; and we presume, that as, when 
they do not see it, they are bound to suppress instan- 
ter, they are at liberty to take any steps for that 
purpose which may be effectual; for to limit them to 
the use only of means which may be ineffectual, and 
which sturdy recusants may set at defiance, would be 
altogether nugatory. A right of suppressing error, 
provided it can be suppressed by the stocks or the 
pillory, conjoined with a liberty to let it run rampant 
if hanging or burning is necessary, would be a curious 
limitation: and, as it would be unreasonable to set 
any such limits, so it would be impossible. What is 
excess of severity in the code of one set of persecu- 
tors, is childish lenience in that of another. One 
man might be satisfied with the pillory ; another with 
nothing less than the rack. Our modern apologist 
for ancient cruelty has, therefore, wisely attempted 
no such limitation ; but, under the general expression 
of ‘satisfaction’ at the ‘infliction of penalties,’ has 
left every variety of persecutors to select their own. 
‘Help yourselves, gentlemen,’ is virtually, though we 
hope not designedly, his language, ‘ according to your 
diversified tastes and appetites. The table is bounti- 
fully spread ; — the pillory — the rack — the scourge 
—the boot—the gibbet—the axe—the stake — 
confiscation — mutilation —expatriation—are all very 
much at your service, whenever those who broach 
novel opinions do not “show cause,” to your satis- - 
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faction, that you would be wrong if you attempted to 
repress them.’ * 


* The reasoning by which this writer attempts to establish 
these conclusions, is as curious as are the conclusions themselves. 
He actually thinks that the fact of being established, is a pre- 
sumption of truth in a world where there are a thousand different, 
systems of religious opinion established ; and yet it is not pos- 
sible that more than one of these can be the absolute truth! He 
actually thinks that /ivedness, is presumption of truth in a 
world where the most steadfast and ancient systems of religious 
opinion have been, and are, notoriously, those of the worst super- 
stition !— He thinks ‘ unalterableness’ a mark of truth in a 
world where the great innovation that is at length to remedy its 
miseries was reserved till four thousand years after its crea- 
tion ! —‘ Change,’ a characteristic of error in a world the great 
law of which is incessant change! Ie is true that ‘ unalterable- 
ness’ is an attribute of truth, inasmuch as.truth is always one 
and the same; but fe would have us infer that what has 
been long ‘unaltered’ is ‘true ;’ if this were so, as already 
shown, there would be a thousand different and conflicting sys- 
tems of truth in the world. With equal logic, this writer 
actually imagines that the injunction, ‘ Let every man abide in 
the same calling wherein he was called, has something to do 
with the determination of the present question ; — that an injunc- 
tion not capriciously to change our secular profession can be 
any warrant for inflicting penalties on those who innovate on 
established opinions in religion, inasmuch as it is a probable 
ease that they are actuated thereto by caprice and fickleness ; 
or that it can justify acquiescence in opinions or practices which 
the conscience disapproves! Truly, this text of ‘abiding in 
that calling wherein we are called,’ is a short method of effectu- 
ally settling the scruples of a restless conscience, and of insuring, 
to the world’s end, that there shall be no further conversions 
from one system of opinions to another. The various castes are 
fixed, and let not any go out of them. He that is a Brahmin, 
let him be a Brahmin still; he that is a Mahometan, let him be 
a Mahometan still; he that is a Christian —- Calvinist or Arme- 
nian, Episcopalian or Presbyterian — let him be such still; for, 
‘let every man abide in that calling wherein he is called.’ One 
cannot wonder, after this, that Thomas Aquinas should have 
been able to prove that it is the duty of inferiors in the Church 
to submit to their superiors, from the words, ‘The oxen were 
ploughing, and the asses were feeding beside them ;’ nor at the 
astuteness of that papist who affirmed the propriety of worshipping 
the saints, because it is written, ‘God is wonderful in all his 
works.’ 
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It would be a melancholy waste of time to attempt 
a formal proof of the wickedness and folly of persecu- 
tion, Yet, as it appears that in the year of grace 
1841, it was possible for one who could at least write 
and spell— whatever other attributes of a rational | 
nature he might have or want —to apologise for it, 
or rather to panegyrise it; it may not be uninstruc- 
tive to exhibit, in one or two paragraphs, the crushing 
arguments by which the principles of religious free- 
dom were first established ; and the various modifi- 
cations of the theory of persecution which its advo- 
cates were contented to frame, before they would 
wholly forego it. And most impressive it is to see 
how tenacious of life the monster was ;— how many 
and oft repeated the exorcisms by which the demon 
was at length expelled. 

We shall merely state the principal arguments; to 
state them is now enough. It was argued then— 
That it is not within a ruler’s province to determine 
the religion of his subjects—he having no commission 
to attempt it; not from Scripture, for Peter and Paul 
preached Christianity in defiance of the magistrate ; 

not from compact on the part of the people, for few 
would, and none could if they would, surrender to 
another the care of their salvation: That religion, 
except as intelligent and voluntary, is nothing worth: 
That in the very nature of things, the employment of 
force to make men believe, is a palpable absurdity: 
That, for example, the thumbscrew can never make a 
man believe the doctrine of the Trinity; and that, if 
it make him say he believes it when he does not, all 
that the thumbscrew does is to make the man a liar 
and hypocrite, in addition to being a heretic: That 
the unprincipled will escape by conforming, and only 
the conscientious be punished ; so that the sole result 
is perjury on the one hand, and gratuitous suffering 
on the other: That the alleged power is as inex- 
pedient as it is unjust; for rulers are no more likely 
to know religious truth than private persons, as is 
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proved by the diversity of opinions among rulers 
themselves; nor so likely as many, for they are prin- 
cipally occupied with very different objects: That if 
the rulers’ religion be a false one, all the above evils 
are aggravated, for error has then all the advantage ; 
those who are really converted being converted to 
error; those who only say they are converted, em- 
bracing error with a lie in their right hand; while 
the suffering falls solely on those who are in pos- 
session of the truth: That, supposing the right to 
compel resides in the magistrate, it must reside in 
every magistrate ; and as truth is but one and error 
multiform, there will, on the whole, be a hundred-fold 
as much force employed against the truth as for it: 
That if it be said, as was often most vainly said, ‘it 
is the duty of the magistrate to compel only to the 
true religion,’ the question returns, ‘ who is to be the 
judge of truth?’ while, as each ruler will judge his 
own religion to be true, this is but going a round- 
about way to the same point: That the system, if 
justifiable at all, will authorise and necessitate the 
utmost severities; for if it be the duty of the ma- 
gistrate to compel all to adopt his religion, the methods 
which will most surely and speedily effect this, will 
be the best; that, therefore, burning, hanging, torture, 
being the most thorough and most likely to be suc- 
cessful, are to be preferred: lastly, That after the 
most remorseless and protracted application of the 
system, history affords the most striking proofs that 
it can never be successful; that the uniformity sought 
ean never be obtained; that the conscientious are 
only the more fully convinced of the truth of their 
system, whether it be truth or error; that fortitude 
will be prepared to endure all that cruelty is prepared 
to inflict; and that not only in the history of Christi- 
anity, but in that of all religions, it has been seen 
that ‘the blood of the Martyrs has been the seed of 
the Church.’ 

These arguments, and such as these, were, and will 
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ever be, felt to be resistless against the ancient and 
only consistent scheme of persecution. No wonder, 
then, that men who could not gainsay, and yet would ~ 
not adopt them, should seek some mitigated system 
which might leave them still the luxury of perse- 
cution, or secure their darling idol of uniformity with 
less expense to humanity and logic. It is curious to 
see the efforts which from time to time have been 
made to discover this tertiwm quid—a sort of purga- 
tory between the heaven of perfect freedom and the 
hell of perfect despotism. But there is in truth no 
medium. The two extremes are alone consistent — 
and, so far as that goes, both are equally so. All in- 
termediate systems are absurd and inconsistent; they 
are examples, every one of them, of unstable equi- 
librium —the slightest breath of wind suffices to throw 
them down. The old system is at least a strong- 
looking symmetrical fabric, cemented though it be 
with blood from the foundation-stone to the topmost 
pinnacle. The system which says, ‘ You shall be 
of my religion, or at all events pretend you are, 
whether you be or not; therefore bethink you be- 
times whether you love truth more than you dread 
the rack, or if need be, more than burning fagots or 
molten lead,’ is at least perfectly intelligible and con- 
sistent, however hideous. This is an iron-hearted, 
brazen-faced Devil enough, and one has some invo- 
luntary, shuddering awe of him. How far the petty 
imps who aspire to share his guilt, but dare not 
emulate such sublimity of wickedness, are entitled to 
respect of any kind, we shall presently see. 

Some of the most obvious modifications by which 
the unqualified system of persecution might be stripped 
of its more revolting features, suggested themselves 
to the anonymous writer * who undertook the perilous 


* We learn from Wood’s ‘ Athene Oxonienses,’ that the 
author was Jonas Proast, of Queen’s College, Oxford. 
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task of answering Locke’s first letter on Toleration ; 
and indeed were anticipated by Bayle in that part of 
his ‘ Philosophical Commentary,’ where he examines, 
with deliberate and minute attention, the ‘ objections’ 
to his principles. First, Locke’s adversary declared 
that it was far from his purpose to undertake the de- 
fence of the horrid cruelties by which history is dis- 
figured. No—it was only ‘moderate penalties’ and 
‘convenient punishments’ for which he pleaded! 
Now here — not to insist that almost all the arguments 
above stated against the most unqualified system, 
apply with unabated force to this and every modifi- 
cation of it—we come at once to the first of those 
symptoms of instability, which, as we have said, cha- 
racterise the whole. What are ‘ moderate penalties’ 
and ‘gentle punishments?’ Hanging is moderate com- 
pared with burning, and branding gentle compared 
with the rack. To some men of squeamish sensi- 
bility, even the cropping of the ears, the free use of 
the scourge, a few years’ imprisonment or banish- 
ment, might foolishly be considered excessive. Nay, 
we know not whether there might not be found some 
who would object to ruin men even by regular pro- 
cess of law, by quirks and quibbles — perhaps, even 
to the pillory, fines, confiscation ; while there might be 
others (as there undoubtedly have been many), who 
would say of all heretics, that ‘hanging is too good 
for them ;’ and who would not only show their cha- 
rity by sending them, if obstinate, to perdition, but 
that, too, by methods which should convince them 
that they did not lose much by exchanging earth for 
hell. 

It has been already remarked, that our modern 
champion of persecution, who ‘ confesses a satisfac- 
tion’ (we admire the felicity no less than the honesty 
of the phrase) ‘in the infliction of penalties’ for change 
of opinion, has left this matter equally in the dark. 
For this he is not to be blamed; it was impossible 
for him to assign limits, and he has therefore wisely 
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refrained from attempting it. Whether a fine of a 
hundred pounds be thought equivalent to the luxury 
of a new opinion——whether such a bonne bouche 
ought to go still higher — whether it be dear at im- 
prisonment, confiscation, banishment —whether his 
clemency would be ‘satisfied’ with the stocks, or the 
pillory, or branding —or whether he would ‘ confess 
a satisfaction’ (in very obstinate cases) at hanging 
or burning, is all unhappily matter of conjecture. 
Locke’s adversary further modified the system, by 
declaring that the ‘moderate penalties’ and the ‘con- 
venient punishment’ for which he contended, were 
not designed to compel those on whom they were in- 
flicted, to adopt a particular form of religion at the 
option of the magistrate; but to induce them to ‘ex- 
amine,’ to ‘consider,’ calmly and deliberately, that 
they might not, as too often happens, be led by passion 
or caprice, or any other motive which ought to have 
no influence in the determination of the question! 
Whereupon he was asked whether he considered the 
fear of torture or banishment, and the hope of recom- 
pense or impunity, amongst the passions? Whether 
he seriously thought that the rack or the thumbscrew 
would favour that calm and equal consideration which 
he was so charitably desirous of promoting? Whether 
a man under the pangs of torture, or the dread of con- 
fiscation or banishment, is in a better condition for the 
exercise of his logic? Whether the mind, under such 
discipline, would not be as effectually under a sinister 
bias as if left to the dominion of any other passions 
whatsoever? Whether the author would have this 
charitable expression of concern for the souls of men 
fairly applied to all who, it might be deemed, had not 
given the subject of religion ‘an equal and conscientious 
examination;’ and, amongst the rest, to the multitudes 
of ‘inconsiderate professors’ of the national religion, 
who, as they are often more liable to take their reli- 
gion on trust and in haste, than those who must suffer 
something for it, stand in more urgent need of such a 
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provocative to deliberation? Whether, if he replied 
in the negative, ‘his remedy would not resemble the 
helleboraster that grew in the woman’s garden for the 
eure of worms in her neighbours’ children, for that it 
wrought too roughly to give it to any of her own?’* 
Whether it could be thought that the magistrate who 
had established a given religion, or the clergy who 
preached it, would tolerate such an impartial applica- 
tion of the system of ‘moderate and convenient penal- 
ties’ to those of their own communion, however little 
they may have ‘examined?’ Whether the plan had 
ever been acted upon, or was ever likely to be? 
Whether it would not be a most curious and unprece- 
dented act of legislation, to inflict penalties with the 
~ vague object of making people ‘examine’ whether 
they are in the right or not; or, rather, with the still 
more vague object of making them ‘seek truth’ till 
they find it, in the absence of a judge to determine 
what that truth is? Whether it would not be very 
much like ‘ whipping a scholar to make him find out 
the square root of a number you do not know?’ 
Whether he who declares he has examined, and is still 
of the same mind, and that not the mind of a con- 
formist, is to be released from all further punishment; 
or, whether public officials are to be appointed to 
‘examine’ whether he has ‘examined’ enough? 
Whether these are to be satisfied that he has ex- 
amined enough, or are likely to be so, till he has ‘ex- 
amined’ himself into the state of mind which will 
induce him to conform? and whether, if they are not 
to be satisfied till then, this system of ‘moderate 
penalties’ does not, after all, resolve itself into the 
system of compelling men to conform to the religion 
of the magistrate? — There are some things in the 
extract from that modern writer on whom we have 
been animadverting, which remind one of this system: 
— ‘Penalties bring home to a man his own responsi- 


* Locke’s ‘Second Letter.’ Works, vol. v. p. 99. 
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bility’— ‘they are a memento to him of a great moral 
law, and warn him that his private judgment, if not a 
duty, is a sin.’ —‘If persons have strong feelings, they 
should pay for them; if they think it a duty to 
unsettle things established, they should show their 
earnestness by being willing to suffer.’ Here one 
would think that the charitable object, like that of 
Locke’s antagonist, was to secure conscientiousness 
and deliberation on the part of the sufferers for sup- 
posed truth, or to sublime their virtues into heroism. 
But we have already shown, and the former part of 
the paragraph indeed avows it, that it is for the sake 
of peace and quietness— on behalf of the ‘established 
opinions’ — that he chiefly desires these penalties to 
be inflicted. 
_ Locke’s adversary subsequently shuffled out of his 
original position, and affirmed that magistrates were 
at liberty to persecute only for the true religion; and 
that it was at their peril if they indulged in any ec- 
centricities of the kind in favour of any false religion. 
Locke, of course, unmercifully exposes this childish 
fallacy. For who is to be the judge of truth but the 
magistrate himself? And, if it be his duty to enforce 
obedience to some religion, he must of course enforce 
obedience to that which he deems true. 
Even after the general principles of toleration were 
established, it was long before the spirit of persecu- 
tion was quite subdued; indeed, as we all know, it 
was only within the last few years that our statutes 
were purged from the last traces of it. Men found 
out, it seems, after the more violent forms of persecu- 
tion were abandoned, that it was still very proper to 
visit those who did not conform to the religion of the 
magistrate, with the privation of some of their civil 
rights! This was no punishment, it was simply a 
negation. Ingenious phraseology! ‘To be kept with-. 
out a thing is something very different from having 
something taken away from us, and what a man never 
had, of course he can never much miss; and thus, by 
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this subtle distinction of ‘negations,’ men managed 
to gratify their bigotry and to cloak their absurdity 
at the same time. Happily we have got beyond this 
also. 

The writer who has detained us so long is, so far 
as we know, almost alone in the frank and explicit con- 
fession of his preference for the antiquated system of 
persecution ; a solitary champion of the ‘suppression ’ 
of the ‘Right of Private Judgment’ by ‘pains and 
penalties.’ But there are not a few who would at- 
tempt to limit its exercise by an appeal to human 
authority; though they would not advocate the em- 
ployment of violence for that purpose. It must be 
confessed that this system is better than that of force, 
just upon the principle, that he who simply steals, is 
less guilty than he who commits both theft and murder. 
But the system itself is far less compact and consistent. 
If man be rightfully accountable to his fellows for the 
formation or expression of his religious opinions —if 
he ought to adopt those which he is told to adopt — 
one would imaging it but reasonable to arm authority 
with some means of enforcing its mandates. The 
duty of submission to any human authority, would 
seem to imply the correlative right of visiting dis- 
obedience with some sort of penalties. If not, it is 
authority only in name. What should.we say to a 
legislator, who, enacting certain laws, should set forth 
in the preamble, that they were binding only on those 
who chose to be bound by them, and that those who 
did not might throw them into the fire? It reminds 
us of the humorous case cited by Pelisson in his 
controversy with Leibnitz.* An ‘inconstant lover’ 

* ¢ Jen’ose faire une comparaison trop peu sérieuse, et prise de 
ces lectures frivoles, qui ont amusé mon enfance ; mais je ne 
scaurois pourtant m’empécher d’y penser. Dans une de nos 
Fables Francoises, (l’ingénieux roman de Monsieur D’ Urfe, que 
tous le monde connoit,) l’amant inconstant et la maitresse vo- 
lage font avec grand soin les loix de leur amitié ; mais la der- 
niére de toutes est qu’on n’en observera pas une, sil’on ne veut.’ 
—Leibnitzii Opera, tom. i. p. 689. 
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and his ‘volatile mistress’ gravely lay down the laws 
which are to regulate their courtship, and the last of 
them is, that both should break any of them they 
thought proper.— South, consistently arguing on his 
principles, that ecclesiastical authority ought to be 
backed by ‘temporal power,’ anticipated and rebuked 
the inconsistency of all half-hearted apologists for the 
suppression of conscience. He ridiculed the idea of 
authority without coercion — of laws without penal- 
ties — of obligation to obey conjoined with liberty to 
rebel. He consistently preferred persecution to the 
sanction of so singular a freedom; and exposes the 
fallacy in his own ludicrous manner. ‘Some,’ he 
says, ‘will by no means allow the Church any further 
power than only to exhort and advise; and this but 
with a proviso too, that it extends not to such as 
think themselves too wise and too great to be advised ; 
according to the hypothesis of which persons, the 
authority of the Church, and the obliging force of all 
Church-sanctions, can bespeak men only thus: These 
and these things it is your duty to do, and if you will 
not do them, you may as well let them alone.’ * 

But whether it be that the enemies of religious 
freedom despair of reviving the ancient opinions, or 
think that there is little present chance of success, or 
are really weary of them, it is certain that, while 
there is no lack of theories by which the ‘ Right of 
Private Judgment’ is virtually denied, or curiously 
circumscribed, few, like the author on whose fanati- 
cal extravagances we have been commenting, would 
choose to ‘confess a satisfaction, when a penalty is 
attached to the expression of new doctrines, or to a 
change of communion.’ Nay, as will shortly be seen, 
even he, in despair, we suppose, of getting mankind 
to adopt his antiquated opinions, provides, in conde- 
scension to their infirmities and ignorance, a mode of 


* South’s ‘Sermons,’ vol. i. p. 132. 
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exercising the right which, as he flatters himself, will 
still get rid of all its principal inconveniences. This, 
and some other theories, we shall now briefly ex- 
amine, and shall show of them all that they are abso- 
lutely nugatory, inasmuch as they still leave for the 
decision of ‘private judgment,’ questions as difficult 
and perplexing as those which, according to the 
common theory, are submitted to it; or, what is worse, 
that they enjoin, in obedience to an authority neither 
claiming nor admitted to be infallible, a deliberate 
violation of the law of conscience, where the actual 
convictions of the individual are at variance with that 
authority; or, lastly, that they are chargeable on both 
these counts. 

Nothing, indeed, short of the Popish doctrine of 
the Church’s infallibility, will effectually limit the 
‘Right of Private Judgment.’ Even that cannot 
annul it. For there will still be left one unhappy 
question for its decision; namely, whether the docile 
soul may unhesitatingly surrender it, and receive the 
assurances of its guide that the said guide is truly in- 
fallible. Still the Romish doctrine does reduce the 
right to a minimum of activity. For though we Pro- 
testants, who deny that doctrine, know very well that 
the ‘variations of Romanism’ have been nearly, if 
not quite, as numerous as those which Bossuet charged 
upon Protestantism, and many of them on points quite 
as important as those which the Church professes to 
have definitively settled ; though we know that Popes 
have been opposed to Popes, and Councils to Coun- 
cils; that Popes have contradicted Councils, and 
Councils contradicted Popes;— though there have 
been infinite disputes as to where the infallibility 
resides; what are the doctrines it has definitively 
pronounced true, and who, to the individual, is the 
infallible expounder of what is thus infallibly pro- 
nounced infallible ; — yet he who receives this doc- 
trine in its integrity, has nothing more to do than to 
eject his reason, sublime his faith into credulity, and 
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reduce his creed to these two comprehensive articles : 
‘I believe whatsoever the Church believes ;’ —‘I 
believe that the Church believes whatsoever my 
father-confessor believes that she believes.’ For thus 
he reasons: Nothing is more certain than that what- 
soever God says is infallibly true; it is infallibly true 
that the Church says just what God says; it is infal- 
libly true that what the Church says is known; and 
it is also infallibly true that my father-confessor, or 
the parson of the next parish, is an infallible exposi- 
tor, of what is thus infallibly known to be the Church’s 
infallible belief, of what God has declared to be in- 
fallibly true. If any one of the links, even the last, 
in this strange sorites, be supposed unsound —if it be 
not true that the priest is an infallible expounder, to 
the individual, of the Church’s infallibility — if his 
judgment be only his ‘private judgment’ — we come 
back at once to the perplexities of the common theory 
of private judgment; and the question then submitted 
to the individual Romanist’s ‘private judgment’ is— 
whether it be reasonable in him, in a matter of which 
he knows nothing, but which is yet of infinite moment, 
to surrender /Azs private judgment to that of another 
man? And truly, to decide a question without having 
any data for deciding it, appears to us quite as dif_i- 
cult a problem as any of those which are ordinarily 
submitted to ‘private judgment.’ The system, there- 
fore, must be received in its integrity, and if so, the 
rule of conduct is very simple. If the priest tells us 
that bread is flesh, and wine is blood — that the sun 
revolves round the earth—that Gulliver’s Travels, 
if they had not been written by a heretic, would 
have been as true as the gospel — all we have to do 
is to believe it, and, if need be, to believe it even for 
Tertullian’s paradoxical reason, ‘ because it is im- 
possible.’ 

Of every other mode of nullifying or circumscrib- 
ing the right of judgment, and of this too, except 
where the claim of infallibility is not merely made 
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but admitted, it may be shown, as already said, that 
it is either nugatory, or flagitious, or both. 

Conscious of this, there is a small party of hybrid 
Protestants amongst us, who virtually claim for some 
Church unknown — neither the Church of Rome nor 
the Church of England, and yet both, but certainly 
not the Church of Scotland; some ‘ Visible Church,’ 
which is not to be seen; some ‘Catholic Church,’ 
which excludes all Christians except Episcopalians; 
some ‘ Undivided Church,’ which embraces the com- 
munions of the reciprocally excommunicated; some 
‘Primitive Church,’ of uncertain date, — nothing less 
than the infallibility, and consequent authority of the 
Church of Rome. But they are ‘born out of due 
time ;’ their infallibility comes too late to enable 
them by its means to limit the ‘Right of Private 
Judgment,’ or relieve us of our perplexities. For 
unhappily the Church of Rome has got the start of 
them; there are, therefore, rival claims to infallibility ; 
and consequently, if more could be said to reconcile 
the manifold contradictions of the theory of these 
men, and to authenticate their claims to be its exposi- 
tors, than ever can be said, ‘private judgment’ would 
still be pressed with the most transcendentally per- 
plexing question ever submitted to the arbitration of 
ignorance — ‘ Of two claimants to infallibility, which 
is the more likely to be infallible ?’ — But to resume 
the modern theories. 

The. writer, on whose appetite for persecution we 
have been constrained to animadvert, is not, it ap- 
pears, disposed, after all, to deny the free exercise of 
‘private judgment,’ but merely to limit the range 
of its inquiries ; — that is, the bird may freely range 
in its cage; nevertheless, we shall show that even 
there it has room to lose itself. He has discovered, 
it seems, that the question which ‘private judgment’ 
is called to decide is, ‘ Who is the teacher we are to 
follow? not, What are the doctrines we are to be- 
lieve?’ The ‘precedents’ in Scripture, he affirms, 
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‘sanction not an inquiry about Gospel doctrine, but 
about the Gospel teacher; not what has God re- 
vealed, but whom has he commissioned?’ He main- 
tains ‘ that the private student of Scripture would not 
ordinarily gain a knowledge of the Gospel from it!’ 
Once more, he says, ‘The New Testament, equally 
with the Old, as far as it speaks of examination into 
doctrines professedly from heaven, makes their teach- 
ers the subject of that inquiry, and not their matter.’ 
ee ‘Let it be observed how exactly this view of 
the province of private judgment, where it is allow- 
able, as being the discovery not of doctrine, but of the 
teachers of doctrine, coincides both with the nature of 
religion and the state of human society as we find it.’ 
We have already had a notable specimen of the exe- 
getical talents of this writer, and need not, therefore, 
be surprised at his professing to find Scripture proof 
of this doctrine also. It must be confessed, however, 
that his methed is somewhat novel, and would be ge- 
nerally imagined equally opposed to criticism and to 
logic. He seems to think he has made out his point, 
if he but proves that teachers are promised in Scrip- 
ture, and that it 7s within the province of private 
judgment to decide on their credentials. We deny 
neither. ‘In remarkable coincidence,’ says he, ‘ with 
this view, we find in both Testaments that teachers 
are promised under the dispensation of the Gospel!’ 
Might we not just as logically say, that, ‘in remark- 
able coincidence with our views,’ we find it written 
that ‘there was a man in the land of Uz, whose name 
was Job?’ What is all this to the purpose? Who 
denies that religious teachers are promised? As 
little do we deny that it is the right of individuals to 
judge of their pretensions and credentials. But does 
the right terminate there? that is the question. One 
would imagine that the commendation bestowed on 
the Bereans, for searching the Scriptures to see ‘ whe- 
ther the things told them’ by Paul ‘ were so,’ would 
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be alone sufficient to decide this point. But no—our 
author expressly says, though he attempts not to 
prove it, that this, teo, is ‘amongst the precedents 
which sanction not an inquiry about Gospel doctrine, 
but about the Gospel teacher!’ 

Let it be ruled so, then. And now to consider the 
system itself. It may well be maintained that the 
question thus submitted to ‘private judgment,’ is as 
difficult as any which are ordinarily submitted to it. 
If a man be incompetent for the latter, he is equally 
incompetent for the former. The reasoning is about 
as good as would be that of a father who should say 
to his child, ‘Though it is true you are not competent 
to say what it is fit for you to learn, and, therefore, 
cannot select for yourself a school, yet you are per- 
fectly welcome to choose your schoolmaster. We re- 
peat, that if this exercise of judgment is to be a bona 
fide exercise of judgment at all, it will not be a wit 
less difficult to decide upon the ‘teacher,’ than upon 
the ‘general doctrines to be taught.’ ‘ Nay,’ says our 
author, ‘it is much more easy to judge of persons 
than of opinions.’ True—so far as regards their 
moral qualities; whether they be, in effect, virtuous 
or dissolute, benevolent or selfish, humane or cruel. 
But then, unhappily, if this be the criterion, it is just 
none at all; for men characterised by both classes of 
qualities are to be found in all communions. And, 
as it is most evident from this fact, that their personal 
qualities would be no sufficient guide, so it is by no 
means the criterion which our author contemplates ; 
he would be very sorry to have it impartially applied. 
They are quite other qualities which are to decide 
the point; and the inquiry into these, we contend, 
is either not separable from an inquiry into the truth 
of the very doctrines taught, but presupposes that in- 
quiry to have been both instituted and decided; or 
it is an inquiry into matters still more difficult and 
perplexing ; — for example, whether or not the clergy 
of a given Church possess the inestimable advantages 

32 
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of ‘apostolical succession?’ In the present divided 
state of Christendom, which, it may be asked, is the 
more hopeful inquiry for a private individual, — 
‘What saith the Scripture?’ or, ‘Which of all the 
religious teachers who claim my attention makes the 
most rightful pretensions to instruct me in the truth 
—I, at the same time, neither inquiring, nor being 
permitted to inquire, what that truth is?’ For it must 
be remembered that an Episcopalian, Presbyterian, 
Independent, Calvinist, or Arminian, is not a trust- 
worthy teacher, because he tells us he is ; the awful 
- privilege of ‘apostolical succession’ is not inscribed 
on the bishop’s forehead ; no voice from heaven cer- 
tifies to us that those whom he ordains are exclusively 
commissioned to preach the Gospel. We repeat, there- 
fore, that this liberty of ‘ private judgment,’ if really 
acted upon, implies a task quite as difficult as that 
for which it is substituted: in a word, either the 
very same—that of examining the pretensions of 
the teacher by a reference to his doctrines; or that of 
deciding on the historic grounds of his authority, 
without any investigation of his doctrine at all. This 
method, therefore, would not serve the purpose for 
which it has been invented ; it would not correct the 
eccentricities or diminish the varieties of ‘private 
judgment.’ Nay, we have already facts in abundance 
to prove this. We see that there are multitudes of all 
communions who select their teacher on no wiser 
principle than that here advocated; without any in- 
quiry into the truth of the doctrines taught, or the 
teacher’s claim to the authority he assumes. It were 
well both for them and for truth, if they would exer- 
cise also the other and better part of the ‘Right of 
Private Judgment,’ and diligently inquire — whether 
the system of doctrines taught them is in general ac- 
cordance with truth, and the claims to authority, on 
the teacher’s part, well founded. It does not appear, 
then, that this limitation of the ‘Right of Private 
Judgment’ would diminish the diversities of sect and 


RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGMENT. 261 


party, or secure a nearer approximation to uni- 
formity.* 


* Tt is true that this writer points out some concise methods 
of limiting the candidates for the inquirer’s suffrage. ‘You may 
reject,’ says he, ‘all who do not even profess to come with au- 
thority.’ To this it may be replied, first, that there are none 
who come to teach without professing authority to do so, and 
that in general the more extravagant their doctrine, the more 
arrogant their pretensions ; and secondly, that the absence of 
those exclusive pretensions to which he refers — pretensions to 
the Apostolical Succession— would be to thousands a reason 
rather for admitting than rejecting the claims of a teacher who 
came to them with such unwonted humility. But, even accord- 
ing to this writer, there are at least three Churches, which, how- 
ever divided on points which multitudes deem essential, pos- 
sess, it seems, all that authority which is necessary to give 
validity to the claims of their teachers. ‘These Churches — 
risum teneatis 2? — are the Romish, Greek, and Anglican! But 
how is the perplexed inquirer to decide on their claims? Very 
easily, if we fairly follow out this writer’s principles ; for, partly 
by what he has said, and partly by what he has left us to infer, 
it does not much matter to which Church of the three a man 
belongs ; and as each is possessed of those mysterious ‘ gifts,’ 
depending on the ‘ Succession,’ which will serve to countervail 
any corruptions, it is difficult to say whether there are any rea- 
sons sufficient to justify a man in leaving any one of them for 
another. It is true, indeed, that our author disclaims all inten- 
tion of discussing the question, as to whether there are reasons 
which can justify the Catholic in leaving his own communion ; 
but it is plain, from what he has said, how he would decide it, 
and how, if consistent with his principles, he must decide it. 
Indeed, his very making it a question is a sufficient indication of 
his sentiments; for did ever Protestant before dowbt whether it 
was lawful for a Catholic to leave the Church of Rome? None, 
assuredly, can doubt it, except those strange Protestants who 
deplore Protestantism itself, and who use their utmost efforts to 
show how much the Churches of Rome and England resemble 
one another! ‘That the difference between them is not, in his. 
estimation, very great, we may infer from such language as this : 
“We may believe that our own Church has certaim imperfections ; 
the Church of Rome certain corruptions ; such a belief has no 
tendency to lead us to any view as to which, on the whole, is the 
better, or to induce or warrané us to leave the one communion 
for the other.’ Again — ‘Is it not certain, even at first sight, 
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But one of the most singular oversights is, that our 
author formally concedes the right in its full extent, 
for the purpose of ascertaining whether or not it is to 
be so conceded. ‘We have arrived,’ he says, with 
great solemnity and gravity, ‘at the following con- 
clusion, that it is our duty to betake ourselves to 
Scripture, and to observe how far the private search 
of a religion is there sanctioned, and under what cir- 
cumstances!’ We are, it appears, in the first instance, 
to make the most extensive use of our ‘Right of 
Private Judgment’ on the Scriptures; in order to 
ascertain whether or not we are at liberty to use our 
‘ private judgment’ in interpreting its doctrines; in 
other words, we are to exercise our ‘ private judg- 
ment’ to ascertain whether or not it ought to be exer- 
cised ! 

Another modification of the theory of ‘ private 


that each of these branches (Romish, Greek, and English) 
has many high gifts and much grace in her communion ?? Now, 
whether this representation be correct or not, let theologians 
decide; but so far from ‘its being evident at first sight,’ it is 
certain that nine-tenths in each of these communions would, in 
the exercise of that ‘ Right of Private Judgment’ which even he 
concedes, come to a different conclusion, as to who are ‘ divinely- 
appointed teachers,’ from himself. Such is the very first appli- 
cation of this new theory of ‘ private judgment,’ designed to 
limit the diversities of opinion; its very inventor manages to 
stumble on a ‘judgment,’ in which not-ten out of a hundred 
will agree with him! On the manifold inconsistencies into 
which he is plunged by his attempt to show how nearly these 
Churches approximate, and yet to find such still subsisting dif- 
ferences as may justify a state of separation — conceding that 
Rome does not practise idolatry, and yet discovering that there 
is a note of idolatry upon her, which may justify him who is 
already a Protestant in not joining her — maintaining that his 
own Church is not schismatic, and yet acknowledging that it is 
chargeable with something very lke schism ; and leaving us to 
infer that the reformers ought never to have separated from the 
Church of Rome — of all this we shall say nothing, because it 
has nothing to do with our present subject. But as a specimen 
of what may be called see-saw logic, it is well worth reading. 
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judgment’ is that of Mr. Gladstone. He says —‘ And, 
lastly, persons are in great alarm for their liberty of 
private judgment. The true doctrine of private judg- 
ment is, as has been shown by many writers, most 
important and most sacred ; it has the direct sanction 
of Scripture. It teaches the duty, and, as correlative 
to the duty, the right of a man to assent freely and ra- 
tionally to the truth. » It is commonly called a right 
to inquire; but it is to inquire for the purpose of 
assenting ; for he has no right (that is, none as before 
God) to reject the truth after his inquiry. It is a 
right to assent to truth — to inquire into alleged truth. 
Now, all that the true idea of the Church proposes to 
him is a probable and authorised guide. This is 
wholly distinct from the Romish infallibility. The 
Church of England holds individual freedom in things 
spiritual to be an essential attribute of man’s true 
nature, and an essential condition of the right recep- 
tion of the Gospel; and testifies to that sentiment in 
the most emphatic mode, by encouraging the fullest 
communication of Scripture to the people. Yet is it 
perfectly possible that the best use of such a freedom 
may often be thus exemplified; when a man having 
prayed for light from God, and having striven to live 
in the spirit of his prayer, and yet finding his own 
opinion upon a point of doctrine opposite to that of the 
universal undivided Church, recognises the answer to 
his prayer and the guide to his mind in the declara- 
tions of the creeds, rather than in his own single, and 
perhaps recent, impressions upon the subject ; not thus 
surrendering his own liberty of judgment, but using 
it in order to weigh and compare the probabilities of 
his or the Church’s correctness respectively, and acting 
faithfully on the result.’ 

Here, first, we have the old fallacy. ‘ Private judg- 
ment’ is, indeed, a right; but it is a right of assenting 
to the truth. But, then, who is to be the judge of 
truth? Is the individual conscience to assent to that 
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which it honestly deems truth, or is it not? If the 
former, we are just in the same predicament as before. 
If not, what is the authority which is to justify it in 
setting its convictions at defiance? ‘ Why,’ replies 
Mr. Gladstone, ‘the voice of the undivided Church’ 
must decide the matter. To this we. might content 
ourselves with replying— This ‘ undivided Church,’ 
amidst the ten thousand parties into which Christen- 
dom is divided, we cannot find at all; and the search 
is at least as difficult as that of the truth which we 
are to find by its means. It is like telling us that we 
are to learn which of five hundred opinions is the 
true, by inquiring of some inhabitant of Utopia. But 
the concluding sentence of this paragraph deserves 
more serious animadversion. Our author proposes an 
expedient for tranquillising a scrupulous conscience 
—a conscience which finds its decisions at hopeless 
variance with those of the ‘ undivided Church’ — 
which is (though he doubtless meant it not) an out- 
rage on morality. It is really one of the most extra- 
ordinary pieces of casuistry we have ever met with, 
either in ancient or modern times, and directly justi- 
fies the suppression of the voice of conscience. We 
are to suppose, for argument’s sake, that the inquirer 
has found that nonentity —the ‘undivided Church.’ 
Be it so; but he finds, at the same time, that this 
‘ undivided Church’ teaches a doctrine as true which 
he is persuaded is erroneous; and enjoins rites as a 
duty, the performance of which he believes to be sin. 
What is he to do? Is he at liberty to profess his 
acquiescence in that doctrine though he believes it 
false, or to perform those rites though he believes 
them wrong? ‘Pray over the matter, and inquire,’ 
says Mr. Gladstone. ‘I have done both,’ replies the 
unhappy man. ‘ And you are still of the same mind ?’ 
— ‘ Altogether.’ — ‘But do you not think the whoie 
undivided Church more likely to be in the right than 
you?’—<‘T am not so destitute of modesty as to 


RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGMENT. 265 


affirm the contrary.’ — Then you may, without fur- 
ther scruple, proclaim your belief in the supposed 
error, and practise the forbidden rite!’ So thus, it 
appears, the man may assent to one proposition which 
he deems false, because he can assent to another, 
altogether different, which he believes true; namely, 
that he thinks the ‘ undivided Church’ more likely to 
be in the right than he. How different the decision 
of Mr. Gladstone from that of Saint Paul, who de- 
clares that a man who should eat meat offered to 
idols, with a conscience doubting its propriety, would 
sin; though the Apostle at the same time declares 
by inspiration, that the act, in itself, is absolutely 
indifferent. Such a casuist as Mr. Gladstone would 
soon have administered relief. ‘ Do you not think,’ 
he would say, ‘ that an inspired apostle is more likely 
to be in the right than you ?” —‘ Who can doubt it?’ 
would have been the reply. ‘Then eat as soon and 
as much as you please, Mr. Gladstone would have 
said ; unless he believed the decision of an inspired 
apostle less likely to be the true one than that of his 
‘undivided Church.’ 

We are astonished at this doctrine, we confess, and 
doubt whether, considering the difference of the age 
and circumstances, any thing much more censurable 
is to be found even among those Jesuitical casuists, 
whose extravagances Pascal so inimitably ridiculed. 
Mr. Gladstone’s doctrine of ‘probable opinions’ 
would almost match that of the school of Loyola; 
and we are half inclined to say of him, what Pascal’s 
Jesuit Father says of Escobar: ‘Truly this Escobar,’ 
said I, ‘is a fine man.’ —‘ Oh!’ rejoined the Father, 
‘every body admires him;-he puts such lovely 
questions !’ * 


* ‘Vraiment, lui dis-je, il me semble que je réve, quand j’en- 
tends des Religieux parler de cette sorte. Et quoi, mon pére, 
dites moi en conscience, étes vous dans ce sentiment-la? Non 
vraiment, me dit le pére. Vous parlez donc, continuai-je, contre 
votre conscience ? Point du tout, dit-il. Je ne parlois pas en 


266 RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGMENT. 


But what Mr. Gladstone, with congenial love of 
obscurity, has left in utter darkness, others have 
endeavoured to clear up. They have proceeded to 
furnish us with eriteria of the undivided Church, to 
interpret what it has delivered, and to invest its deci 
sions with aspecies of infallibility. But let it not be 
for one moment imagined that we are at all likely to 
have the exercise of the ‘ Right of Private Judgment’ 
diminished by all this; on the contrary, it is enlarged 
a thousand fold. The theory is, that Scripture is 
incomplete ; that some things are divinely revealed 
which are not revealed there ; that it is to be supple- 
mented by tradition; and that whatever we find 
unanimously and constantly asserted by such tradi- 
tion, is invested with an authority co-ordinate with 
that of Scripture. Whereupon arise an infinity of 
questions, any one of which is as difficult as any that: 
Private Judgment was ever called upon to decide; 
questions, which he who is no scholar has little 
chance of deciding except by lot, for the authorities 
are very numerous and diametrically contradictory 
on all sides. ‘Nothing is more easy,’ exclaims the 
Anglican; ‘all you have to do is to adhere to the 
rule of Vincentius Lirinensis — Quod semper, quod 
ubique, quod ab omnibus traditum est.” But, alas! on 
investigation, it is found that ‘nobody’ knows what 
‘every body’ has said; that what has been affirmed 
‘every where’ is remembered ‘no where ;’ and that 
the only thing to which all time has testified, is 
tempora mutantur, et nos mutamur in illis. Whether 
a man be learned or ignorant — permitted to exercise 
his judgment in discovering these obscured verities of 
tradition for himself, or forbidden so to do — ample 
in either case is the scope for his private judgment. 
If learned, and permitted to inquire, the luckless 


cela selon ma conscience, mais selon celle de Ponce et du P. 
Bauny; et vous pourriez les suivre en sareté, car ce sont 
d@habiles gens.’ — Let. Provinciales, let. v. 
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student finds that instead of one small book he is sent 
to five hundred ; instead of having to deal with no- 
thing but what is ¢ruth, truth itself is presented to 
him in minute fragments, amidst mountain-loads of 
absurdity, ignorance, and heresy. ‘Then there are, 
besides, most difficult and subtle questions of criticism 
to be decided, before the very materials of judgment 
can be laid before the mind ; interpolations, erasures, 
forgeries to be detected — what is authentic separated 
from what is not—in a word, guestiones vexate 
without end to be adjusted. Again; at what point 
is the investigation to stop? —Is it at the end of the 
second, or third, or fourth, or fifth centuries? ‘Stand 
by the first six General Councils,’ exclaim Hammond 
and Stillingfleet; ‘Stop at the end of the fifth 
century,’ says Archbishop Bramhall; ‘ You must not 
draw bridle till the disunion of the East and West,’ 
cries Bishop Ken; ‘ You are wrong,’ says Archbishop 
Usher; ‘four or five hundred years are sufficient ;’ 
‘Rather three or four,’ say Waterland and Beveridge; 
‘The precise limit is no where,’ says Mr. Newman ; 
‘it is a question of degree and place;’ ‘It is every 
where,’ shouts the more consistent Romanist. No 
wonder that, oppressed with the thought of sweh an 
exercise of the right of private judgment, the inquirer 
declares he knows not how to perform it. ‘My 
friend,’ is the reply, ‘you have only to read through 
about a hundred and fifty folios of ecclesiastical 
records, and you will find the matter is just as I tell 
you.’ He feels that this is but meagre consolation, 
and, if intelligent, will declare, that rather than un- 
dergo such labour for the small restdwum of doubt- 
ful truth which he is assured he will extract from it, 
he would make a voyage to the Indies to bring home 
a cargo of one peppercorn and two grains of rice! 
The right of private judgment, in such a case, he feels 
to be about as valuable a possession as a right to read 
through the statutes at large. The Tractarians may 
very safely grant it, for they may be assured no one 
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will avail himself of it. If the man be ignorant, or 
forbidden to inquire —the other case supposed — he 
has ouly to believe. But let it not be imagined that 
he is not still subjected to the necessity of performing 
an impracticable act of private judgment. He may 
be told that infallible truth has been discovered, and 
that the priest is the infallible expounder of it. But, 
then, on what ground shall he believe this? ‘I am 
commissioned,’ says the priest. ‘But,’ (will be the 
reply,) ‘I see that there are multitudes of your own 
Church, and whom you acknowledge equally commis- 
sioned with yourself, who tell me that you are under 
an absolute delusion — that neither you nor they are 
commissioned to assume any such authority — that 
tradition is no authoritative guide, and that, if it 
were, what it authorises cannot be authentically dis- 
covered. I moreover see that many of those who 
adopt the same general principles with yourself, differ 
as to what is primitive and catholic truth. I can, 
therefore, regard your judgment only as your “ private 
judgment; ” and the knotty question which I have to 
decide is, whether I am to surrender my “ private 
judgment” because your “private judgment” tells 
me to do so, when the “ private judgment” of others 
equally learned, equally sincere, and equally commis- 
sioned, tells me that I ought not? and, as I have no 
data whereon to decide this question, truly I think a 
harder question for my private judgment, even the 
Scriptures of truth could scarcely have submitted to it. 
If I decide as you would have me, I decide absolutely 
without any reason whatever.’ ‘And is not this,’ 
would be the honest reply, ‘is not this the happy 
state of mind to which we have been endeavouring to 
reduce you? Have we not for years been urging you 
to inquire whether inquiry be not dangerous ? — have 
we not been reasoning you (in our way) into the 
belief that reasoning on such subjects is unreasonable? 
And have we not endeavoured to illustrate precept by 
example, and as completely divested ourselves of all 
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the attributes of a rational nature as the ancient 
caricature of Plato’s man? Have we not shown you, 
in our own case, how much may be believed, and how 
little it is necessary to reason?’ * 


* As these remarks may appear severe, we shall justify our- 
selves by citing the following paragraphs from one of the most 
elaborate and dangerous of the Ozford Tracts. If the reader 
find it impossible to read the first without a smile, we pre- 
dict that he will not be able to read the second without a 
sigh ; —to think that a reasonable being can talk such nonsense. 
—‘I am not here to enter into the question of the grounds on 
which the duty and blessedness of believing rests; but [ would 
observe, that nature certainly does give sentence against scep- 
ticism, against doubt, nay against a habit (I say a habit) of in- 
quiry — against a critical, cold, investigating temper — the tem- 
per of what are called shrewd, clear-headed, hard-headed men; 
in that, by the confession of all, happiness is attached not to 
their temper, but rather to confiding, unreasoning, faith. Ido 
not say that inquiry may not, under circumstances, be a duty, as 
going into the cold and rain may be a duty instead of stopping 
at home; as serving in war may be a duty; but it does seem 
to me preposterous to confess, that free inquiry leads to scepti- 
cism, and scepticism makes one less happy than faith, and yet 
that such free inquiry is right. What is right and what is happy, 
cannot, in the long run and on a large scale, be disjoined. To 
follow truth can never be a subject of regret; free inquiry does 
lead a man to regret the days of his child-like faith ; — THEREFORE 
it is not following truth. ‘Those who measure everything by 
utility, should, on their own principles, embrace the obedience of 
faith for its very expedience ; and they should cease this kind of 
seeking, that they may find. 

‘T say, then, that never to have been troubled with a doubt aboui: 
the truth of what has been taught us, is the happiest state of mind ; 
and if any one says that, to maintain this, is to admit that heretics 
ought to remain heretics, and Pagans Pagans, I deny it. For I 
have not said that it is a happy thing never to add to what you 
have learned, but not happier to take away. Now, true religion 
is the summit and perfection of false religions ; it combines in 
one whatever there is of good and true separately remaining in 
each” ... . ‘So that, in matter of fact, if a religious mind 
were educated in, and sincerely attached to, some form of 
heathenism or heresy, and then were brought under the light of 
truth, it would be drawn off from error into the truth, not by 
losing what it had, but by gaining what it had not— not by 
being unclothed, but by being “ clothed upon,” “ that mortality 
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That we are to receive with cringing acquiescence, 
whatever such men are pleased to say they are com- 
missioned to teach us, will be more than doubted, till 
they not only lay claim to virtual infallibility, but 
persuade us to admit their claim. The latter they 


may be swallowed up of life.” That same principle of faith 
which attaches it to its original wrong doctrine, would attach it 
to the truth; and that portion of its original doctrine which was 
to be cast off as absolutely false, would not be directly rejected, 
but indirectly rejected in the reception of the truth which is its 
opposite.’ 

The writer of this seriously believes that unthinking ac- 
quiescence in whatever we are told, is the most desirable state 
of mind; and that the restlessness produced by inquiry affords 
a presumption, that what is offered to us is error. The Hot- 
tentot, who is contented with his brutal theology, had better, it 
seems, view with suspicion the uneasiness of mind produced by 
the teachers of Christianity, for they only disturb his faith and 
tranquillity —-an ominous sign that he is ‘not following the 
truth!” ‘Where ignorance is bliss, ’tis folly to be wise.’ ‘Not 
so,’ says this profound doctor, ‘ for I have not said that he is not 
to add to his belief, only he must be careful not to take away ; 
he must become a Christian, not by losing what he had, but by 
gaining what he had not!’ Was ever fatuity like this? The 
Hottentot, when he embraces Christianity, it appears, only adds 
to his faith, but does not take any away! Are we to believe 
that if these new evangelists were to attempt the conversion of 
the heathen, they would act on the above maxims, and facilitate 
the work, as did the Romish missionaries among the Japanese, 
by teaching their converts to transfer their whole idolatrous 
stock-in-trade to Christianity —to make over to the saints the 
homage they once paid to idols, and baptize their wooden gods 
by evangelical names? What must be the desperation of a 
cause which stands in need of such arguments? Arguments ! 
they do not even reach the respectability of sophistry. Are we 
not justified, then, in saying that these new teachers enjoin a 
servile and unreasoning belief —the utter prostration of the 
intellect ? And does not such a paragraph as the above, prove 
that whaf. they teach they are full willing to practise ? — The 
reader will find the same lesson perpetually inculcated, with 
various degrees of effrontery, throughout the Ozford Tracts. 
According to these men, one would think that it was so much a 
duty to distrust our reason, that mystery is an antecedent ground 
of probability ; and that, if a doctrine be absolutely incoimpre- 
hensible, it is almost certain to be true ! 
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will do when they have perfected us in the grand art 
of abjuring our reason; in the former they seem 
ready to accommodate us at any time. But, unhap- 
pily for their pretensions, though happily for truth, 
their virtual claim to infallibility and unquestioning 
obedience is not, like that of Rome, unanimously and 
vigorously supported by the whole communion to 
which they belong. Even if it were, such unity would 
not (as already shown) relieve the difficulties of the 
inquirer ; for as another Church makes the same pre- 
tensions, the knotty query would still return —‘ of 
two Churches, both professing infallibility, which is 
the more likely to be infallible ?’ 

But such unanimity of pretensions, whether it be 
of any avail or not, is not to be found. ‘ Quis custo- 
diet ipsos custodes?’ ‘The disease of ‘ Private Judg- 
ment’ has infected the shepherds as well as the flock ; 
all the difficulties which, as we have shown, so closely 
beset the private student in the attempt to collect 
Catholic truth from the voluminous records of anti- 
quity, have been felt by these authorised guides 
themselves; and have led to all those varieties of 
opinion which might have been expected. In this 
point of view, the recent attempt at producing unity 
of opinion, and abridging the diversities of ‘ private 
judgment,’ is even ludicrous. Never, since the Re- 
formation, has there been such a din of controversy ; 
— such a hubbub of tumultuous and discordant voices. 
Iil-fated project of universal concord, which termi- 
nates in the indefinite multiplication of controversies! 
It really reminds one of the ambitious attempt, de- 
scribed in the ‘ Sketch Book,’ at a new and elaborate 
harmony on the part of Master Simon and his village 
choristers. ‘The usual services of the choir,’ says 
the author, ‘were managed pretty well . . . but the 
great trial was an anthem that had been prepared 
and arranged by Master Simon, and on which he 
had founded great expectations. Unluckily there 
was a blunder at the very outset; the musicians be- 
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came flurried; Master Simon was in a fever; every 
thing went on lamely and irregularly, until they came 
to a chorus beginning, “ Now let us sing with one 
accord,” which seemed to be a signal for parting 
company, and all became discord and confusion.’ 
Even thus is it on the present occasion; our very 
ears ache with the elaborate dissonance of this novel 
attempt at harmony. 

There is one point, and but one, in which the cir- 
cumstances attending this alleged attempt to restore 
‘ primitive truth,’ resemble those attending its first 
establishment; and in that we must confess the ana- 
logy to be perfect. These new teachers have come, 
‘not to bring peace on the earth, but a sword.’ 

Manifold are the arguments in favour of the ‘ Right 
of Private Judgment’ on which we have not insisted, 
and on which, at this period of the world’s history, it 
would be most superfluous to dwell. Those, of course, 
which have been mentioned as demonstrating the 
wickedness and folly of persecution, are in favour of 
it—for whatever tends to prove the one wrong, 
tends to prove the other right. To these, many more 
might be added; some deduced from the intellectual 
and moral nature of man, others from the relations in 
which he stands to God: some from the declarations 
of Scripture, others from the examples it holds out 
to our imitation: some from abstract justice, and 
others from an enlarged expediency. ‘The arguments 
on which we have principally insisted are, that the 
right must in fact be conceded, whether we like it or 
not; that the evils with which it is supposed to be 
connected, be they greater or less, are not likely to 
be. remedied till we find what we shall be long in 
seeking — an infallible interpreter of infallible truth ; 
and that any theory short of that, involves a flagitious 
tampering with the rights of conscience. 

On this last argument, which we have already no- 
ticed, we should wish to add a remark or two; for 
this alone would be sufficient to prove the folly of 
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attempting to circumscribe the Right in question. If 
it be man’s duty to embrace the truth ; and if it be 
also his duty, which necessarily follows, to embrace 
that which he honestly deems the truth, he must 
follow his convictions whithersoever they lead him, in 
spite of any authority whatsoever not admitted by 
him to be infallible; in that case, of course, doubt or 
denial would imply a contradiction of his own con- 
victions. It is not at the option of a conscientious 
man—no matter how he came by his conscience — to 
debate whether he shall act upon its convictions. He 
cannot do otherwise. Take the case of a man who 
believes in his conscience that such and such doctrines 
are false, such and such rites sinful. Right or wrong, 
this is his state of mind. What is he todo? Can 
any authorise him to profess that these doctrines are 
true, or to practise those rights? If any one will 
answer in the affirmative, he will say more than any 
casuists, ancient or modern, out of the school of the 
Jesuists, will expressly affirm. He is bound, then, 
to yield obedience to the dictates of his conscience, 
whether his opinions be true or false: if true, even 
our opponents will not say that he can be authorised 
to profess the contrary. Nor is it otherwise, sup- 
posing them erroneous; for by the express authority 
of Saint Paul, (who declares that ‘ to him who thinketh 
any thing evil’ it is so, and that even a perfectly in- 
different act assumes moral malignity if performed 
with a reluctant or accusing conscience,) as well as 
by the decision of all the best moralists and casuists, 
an erroneous conscience obliges as much as a well- 
informed one; and by none is this more strenuously 
maintained than by the great Divines of the Church 
of England. * 


* It is asserted by Jeremy Taylor in his ‘Ductor Dubitantium ;’ 
by Barrow in his Latin poem, entitled ‘Conscientia erronea ob- 
ligat ;’ and by Archbishop Sharp, cited by Locke. Stillingfleet 
says, ‘The plea of an erroneous conscience takes not off the obliga- 
tion to follow the dictates of it ; for as a man is bound to lay it 
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The usual evasion is, ‘Let him further inquire ;’ 
and wise counsel this may be, in the first instance. 
But suppose a person says he has inquired; or that 
he inquires again, and comes back in the same mind. 
What is he to do? He will say that he cannot be 
inquiring for ever — that religion is a practical thing, 
and must not be matter of investigation all his days 
—that he may as well embrace error as live in a 
state of continual pyrrhonism — and that he has no 
reason to expect that he will ever have a greater 
moral certainty than he has. Once more then we 
demand, What is he to do? Right or wrong he 
must follow the convictions of his conscience — to 
him the supreme law. 

It is true that, after all, the individual may be much 
to blame; but not for thus acting in obedience to the 
dictates of his conscience in the last resort. There 
may have been haste in the inquiry — or no inquiry 
at all when urged to make it — or unworthy passions 
and prepossessions in favour of such and such conclu- 
sions. In these respects there may be much to blame, 
but not in the act of obedience to conscience itself. 


down supposing it erroneous, so he is bound not to go against it 
while it is not laid down. . . So that let men turn and shift 
about which way they will, by the very same arguments that 
any will prove separation from the Church of Rome lawful — 
because she requires unlawful things as conditions of her com- 
munion—it will be proved lawful not to conform to any sus- 
pected or unlawful practice required by any church governors 
upon the same terms ;—if the thing so required be, after 
serious and sober inquiry, judged unwarrantable by a man’s own 
conscience.’ 

‘If? says Chillingworth, in his strong manner, ‘they suffer 
themselves neither to bee betraid into their errors, nor kept in 
them by any sin of their will ; if they doe their best endeavour tc 
free themselves from all errors, and yet faile of it through hu- 
maine frailty ; so well am I perswaded of the goodnesse of God, 
that if in me alone should meet a confluence of all such errors of 
all the Protestants in the world that were thus qualified, I should 
not be so much afraid of them all as I should be to ask pardon 
for them.’ 
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On the other hand —if, rare case! there has been 
nothing wanting in the process of inquiry which 
honesty and diligence could supply —no negligence, 
no want of candour or patience, the man is guiltless, 
even supposing the opinion erroneous, unless we sup- 
pose God to punish error absolutely and wholly in- 
voluntary. If, then, a man can truly say, ‘I believe 
in my conscience such and such religious doctrines 
are God’s truth, and such and such religious usages 
most pleasing to Him,’ it is no longer at his. option 
whether he shall profess the one or practise the other ; 
and in like manner, if he can truly say, ‘I believe in 
my conscience such and such doctrines are false, and 
such and such usages displeasing to God,’ it is not in 
his power even to appear to sanction either. He must 
obey that which is his law— his conscience; in other 
words, if his private judgment be at variance with 
any authority whatever, not admitted to be infallible, 
he must obey the first and not the second. To this 
there is no exception. 

It is not easy to find men who will avowedly dispute 
the maxim here laid down. The opponent generally 
contents himself with daring those who maintain it to 
apply it to certain extreme cases. We should not 
shrink from the challenge. We believe that the 
general principle is universally applicable; and that 
the instances which seem opposed are either imaginary 
or irrelevant. Let us take the strongest conceivable. 
cases, which, however absurd, some have been modest 
and reasonable enough to adduce —that, for ex- 
ample, of a man who is supposed to be conscientiously 
prompted to commit murder or robbery. ‘Is the man,’ 
they triumphantly ask, ‘to be justified, and treated as 
innocent?’ To this, the arguments in reply are many 
and obvious: First, if we are to suppose that such 
conscientious persons are impelled by conscience to 
commit murder or rolbery as such — that is, under 
the persuasion of their being crimes —then, 1. The 
notion is simply a contradiction. 2. Such a case, so 
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far as we are aware, has never been alleged, and might 
safely be left to be considered when it occurs. 3. Sup- 
posing such a case to be alleged, all mankind would 
feel constrained, on ordinary calculations of proba- 
bility, to believe either that the parties were mad, and 
therefore truly excused on that ground; or that they 
pretended to hold such a singular creed for an evil 
purpose. ‘They would, therefore, be either confined 
as lunatics, or punished as knaves, according to the 
evidence of their being the one or the other. 4. Whe- 
ther they be conscientious or not, society must protect 
every one against any infraction of his civil rights; 
and, for this reason, the conscientious persons who 
manifest their piety by infringing them, may be very 
properly knocked on the head. ‘The magistrate,’ says 
Bayle, with a gravity which is almost amusing, ‘having 
received a power from God and man, of putting mur- 
ie, to death, may justly punish him who kills a man. 
from the instincts of conscience; for it is not his busi- 
ness to stand winnowing those rare and singular cases, 
in which conscience may happen to fall into illusions 
in this matter.’ But, secondly, if by those who com- 
mit murder or robbery for conscience’ sake, be meant 
those who commit acts, which, under ordinary circum- 
stances, they themselves would consider crimes; but 
which, in their judgment, cease to be so when per- 
formed at the prompting of conscience — for the re- 
pression, for example, of other people’s consciences, or 
for the propagation of ‘the true faith’ —we might 
content ourselves with replying, 1. That we never 
heard of such cases among those who contend that 
conscience is the supreme law, and that every one 
must obey its dictates. All who believe this necessa- 
rily learn to respect other people’s rights, as well as to 
assert their own; it is only amongst those who deny 
this maxim that we find such instances as the above; 
and we might safely leave the objectors, therefore, to 
their own dark books of casuistry, in which the pre- 
cise modes and degrees in which they may ‘do evil 
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that good may come,’ are duly set forth. Assuredly, 
it is rather hard to adduce, against the operation of 
any principle, instances which, if that principle were 
in operation, could not even exist. Nevertheless, we 
are ready to affirm, 2. That if the said persecutors be 
truly and conscientiously convinced that it is their 
duty, as in the sight of God, to persecute, they are 
justified i in so doing while in that state of mind; though, 
in accordance with what has been laid down, they may 
have contracted a great amount of guilt in the process 
by which they have arrived at it. 38. That if they 
have arrived at it after having honestly investigated 
the subject, and without any voluntary error or self- 
deception — though we have our doubts whether there 
ever was such a case —they are wholly innocent; but, 
4. That, as they are infringing other people’s civil 
rights, though ¢hey do not think so, it is perfectly 
competent to those upon whom they are exercising 
their freaks of eccentric piety, to deal with them as 
with the aforesaid conscientious criminals; and punish 
them, (if they have the power,) not for tormenting 
men from the best possible motives, but for torment- 
ing them — those who are de facto ‘tormented,’ not 
being capable of understanding such refined distinc- 
tions. 

Thus the principle advocated is liable to no abuse, 
nor does society lose any one of its present safeguards 
by its universal adoption. But even were it other- 
wise, whether would it be preferable — that one man 
in a century should go unpunished, because, under a 
peculiar species of hallucination, he professed himself 
conscientiously impelled to perpetrate moral wrong ; 
or that we should recognise a principle which would 
justify the perpetual and universal oppression of con- 
science for speculative opinions ? 

In fact, however, nothing can be more ridiculous 
than to profess any alarm lest mankind should plead 
conscience in favour of the violation of any of the 
laws of practical morals. In these there has ever been, — 
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and ever will be, a remarkable unanimity. As Bayle 
has well said — ‘ We are all agreed about the doctrines 
which teach men to live soberly and righteously, to 
love God, to abstain from revenge, to forgive our ene- 
mies, to render good for evil, to be charitable. We 
are divided about points which tend not to make the 
yoke of Christian morality either heavier or lighter. 
The Papists believe transubstantiation ; the Reformed 
‘ believe it not. This makes not for vice one way or 
other.’ To the same purport, a very different writer, 
Robert Hall, has observed —‘ The doctrines of our 
holy religion may be wofully curtailed and corrupted, 
and its profession sink into formality ; but its mora] 
precepts are so plain and striking, and guarded by 
such clear and awful sanctions, as to render it impos- 
sible it can ever be converted into an active instru- 
ment of vice. Let the appeal be made to facts. Look 
through all the different sects and parties into which 
professed Christians are unhappily divided. Where 
is there one to be found who has innovated in the rule 
of life, by substituting vice in the place of virtue?’ 
We may safely restrict ourselves, therefore, to the case 
of speculative opinions ; and we will take the strongest. 
It may be said, ‘Is a man conscientiously convinced 
that the Bible is false, no longer bound to believe it?’ 
We answer, he has a prior duty to perform. To be- 
lieve the Bible true, in that very state of mind in 
which he believes it false, is a simple impossibility, and 
therefore not directly his duty. But it is his duty to 
inquire; and we put sufficient faith in the variety and 
conclusiveness of the evidences of its truth, to believe 
that, if he inquire honestly, he will believe it true. 
If there be a case of one who has thus honestly in- 
quired, and still conscientiously believes it false — if 
he can truly allege that he has left no means of inves- 
tigation unemployed, and suffered no prejudice to in- 
terfere with his judgment — we shall rather choose to 
believe that he labours under some invincible obliquity 
of intellect, which in the eye of the Omniscient renders 
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his error innocent, than admit the monstrous dogma 
that he incurs guilt for error absolutely involuntary. 
But whether there be such a case is quite another 
question. 

We maintain, then, the principle asserted by the 
illustrious writers already cited —and we apply it 
consistently and universally. 

By the assertion of this principle, we are far from 
justifying separation from any religious communion, 
merely because there are some things we disapprove, 
or may wish otherwise. If this were acted upon, there 
would be as many sects as individuals; we merely 
contend, that, when such objections have assumed the 
form of conscientious scruples, so that he who feels 
them can honestly say, ‘In my opinion I cannot pro- 
fess such a doctrine, or practise such a rite, or appear 
to sanction either the one or the other, without offend- 
ing God, or fearing lest I should do so’ — his separa- 
tion is not only justified, but necessitated. Be it 
about the most insignificant matter that ever dis- 
turbed a ‘weak brother,’ it matters not; for while in 
that condition it is not insignificant to him. If ac- 
tually in the wrong, still it appears to him that he is 
in the right; and while in that state he must act in 
harmony with his convictions. 

People have not been slow to acknowledge this doc- 
trine in words; but they need to be reminded of it, 
since they will not fairly act upon it. They will still 
charge the Separatist — even the conscientious Sepa- 
ratist, with ‘sin’ —forgetting that, in doing so, they 
not only assume that they infallibly know his opinions 
to be erroneous, which (if their modesty be no obstacle, 
and it seldom is) they have a perfect right to do; 
but that, whether right or wrong, there has been negli- 
gence, want of candour, or some sinister bias in the 
process by which he has arrived at them, and this 
no man has a right to assume unless he has the pre- 
rogative of ‘ discerning spirits.’ We were particularly 
amused with an example of this sort of inconsistency 
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in one of the ‘ Oxford Tracts’*, in which, while it is 
admitted that the conscientious Dissenter is not ne- 
cessarily a ‘sinner,’ still it remains true that his dissent 
is a ‘sin.’ We can imagine the perplexity of one who, 
meditating the crime of nonconformity, comes to a 
clergyman professing these delightfully puzzling doc- | 
trines for solution of his doubts and difficulties. ‘Can — 
I,’ he might say, ‘separate from the Church of Eng- 
land without “sin ;” seeing that I cannot affirm what 
she affirms, nor practise what she enjoins, without, in | 
my opinion, committing a sin ?’ — ‘If that be the state | 
of your conscience,’ would be the reply, ‘you cannot | 
belong to the Church of England ; but remember, that — 
neither can you secede from her without sin.’ ‘Why, | 
then, I am in a hopeful case,’ rejoins the miserable re- 
cusant; ‘I am ruined either way; for whether I re- 
main in the Church, or go out of it — and one of them 
I must do ——I commitasin.’ Then how glad will his 
spiritual adviser be to administer that consolation, 
which his revered teachers of Oxford have, for this 
very case, made and provided. He will say —‘ You 
must distinguish here: Though you cannot secede 
from us without sin, yet it does not hence follow that 
you are a sinner.’ On this his countenance brightens 
up, and he is most eager to learn that auspicious doc- 
trine, by which it appears that a man may commit a 
sin and yet be nosinner. Whereupon his oracle cites . 
the zpsissima verba of the ‘ Tracts,’ and responds : — 
‘ To say that a particular thing is a sin, is a very dif- 
ferent thing from saying that every one who does it 
isasinner. . . . To kill a fellow-creature is un- 
doubtedly a crime; but you would not say that the 
person who killed another by accident, or in defence 
of his country or of his own life, or by command of 
lawful authorities, is a criminal?’ + No, would be the 
easy reply ; neither should we say, in that case, that 
killing was acrime. By parity of reasoning, if the 
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conscientious Dissenter be no sinner for dissent, it can 
only be because dissent, in that case, is no sin. You 
ought upon your principle to say, that the executioner, 
in hanging a man, commits a crime, though it is true 
he is no criminal! This distinction, therefore, will 
not much help the recusant; and he is still left to 
decide the miserable alternative — of sinning by re- 
maining in the Church, or sinning by going out of it. 

But we must conclude; and we shall do so with a 
few reflections of a general nature on the advantages 
of the ‘ Right of Private Judgment ;’ amongst which, 
with some risk of being charged with paradox, we 
shall venture to enumerate many of its reputed ‘evils.’ 

Whatever the evils incidental to the Right —and 
we by no means deny that there are evils — they are 
trivial compared with the advantages it secures. It 
frees us at once from every form and degree of per- 
secution ; it leaves inviolate the supremacy over con- 
science to Him who alone is its fitting and rightful 
Sovereign; it permits the conscience itself to move 
freely in obedience to its essential laws ; it secures for 
the propagation of truth the only weapons which she 
can successfully employ — argument and persuasion ; 
and it robs error of the only weapons she can success- 
fully employ — penalties and violence; in a word, it 
prevents truth from resorting to that in which alone 
she is weak, and error from resorting to that in which 
alone she is strong. But further, to a philosophic 
mind, which calmly and soberly considers the subject, 
there will always be reason to doubt whether even 
what we call the evils incidental to the exercise of 
‘private judgment’ are so in reality ; and whether 
they are not connected directly, or indirectly, with 
more than a counterbalancing amount of good. 

To confine ourselves to the common argument 
against the exercise of the ‘ Right’ derived from the 
various interpretations of the Scriptures, — we are by 
no means convinced that absolute unity of opinion 
would be a benefit at all. If, as we devoutly believe, 
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an honest investigation of their contents will in gene- 
ral secure even to the humblest a knowledge of all 
that is essential to salvation, the exercise of the right 
is vindicated; unless it be pretended that it is a 
dreadful evil that men should differ on points which 
are not essential to their salvation. Now, that there 
has ever been a remarkable concurrence of opinion 
with regard to the most important doctrines, is un- 
deniable. The only question therefore is, whether 
the remaining differences may not be connected with 
advantages greater than would accrue from absolute 
uniformity of opinion? This we do not think it diffi- - 
cult to prove. 

That the Scriptures should be attended with diffi- 
culties, was fit, probably, inevitable, in itself; that 
those difficulties should lead to varieties of opinion, 
was an incidental result of the prevailing reasons 
which induced the Divine Author to leave them on 
its pages. Such reasons we may readily discover. 

With an overbalance of evidence on behalf of the 
authority of the Bible generally, and of its more im- 
portant revelations, it was still not desirable that that 
evidence should be of such a nature as to necessitate 
conviction; and render the exercise of docility, can- 
dour, and faith, impracticable — still less to make ail 
diligence in its study unnecessary ; it was fit that the 
Seriptures should contain some obscurities on minor 
points, to exercise patience, stimulate inquiry, teach 
humility, rebuke pride, exercise faith. Nor is this all. 
The differences of opinion thence resulting, afford the 
various communities of Christians, if they would but 
use it, the most obvious and easy method of testing 
and exercising the practical power of those principles 
of charity which they all profess. Charity towards 
those who think just with ourselves, is but an en- - 
larged selfishness: we are pleased to look at the re- 
flection of our own fair orthodoxy in the mirror of 
their minds. But to feel that charity, and to manifest 
it in defiance of the points on which we differ, requires 
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and implies a higher principle. Charity to our own 
party is often but another name for party spirit: give 
us the charity which constrains ‘Judah not to vex 
Ephraim, and Ephraim not to envy Judah’— the 
charity which induced the Samaritan to perform 
offices of kindness to the perishing Jew. Painful as 
are the disputes and controversies on non-essential 
points, we believe the time will come when the sub- 
lime spectacle of essential unity amidst minor differ- 
ences will be fully realised ; and when it will be seen 
how superior, after all, is such ‘ unity of the spirit’ to 
any ‘uniformity of the letter. 

We may add, that to demand that there should be 
perfect uniformity i in religious opinions, is to demand 
a mere impossibility, so long as minds are differently 
constituted. This is confirmed by the general analo- 
gies observable in the constitution and development 
of human nature. God has so constructed us, that 
while there is remarkable uniformity, both in the 
physical and moral peculiarities on which the very 
existence and social well-being of the race depend, 
there are endless diversities on all points which do 
not involve them. It is much the same with Christi- 
anity. The learned and the unlearned, if sincere, ge- 
nerally form a very similar notion of its fundamental 
doctrines. All beyond (and even the theory of 
these) is the source of interminable diversities of 
sentiment. 

Let men say what they will, they will find it hard 
to discover any volume which, in all its great out- 
lines, is plainer than the ‘Book of God.’ It has its 
obscurities and its mysteries it is true — wisely left 
there, as already attempted to be shown; bnt they 
trouble not the humble and docile— myriads of 
whom, almost without any teacher but itself, have 
learned from it enough to teach them how to live well, 
and how to die happy. Its light has illumined the 
whole pathway of their present pilgrimage, and pene- 
trated the depths of the sepulchre with the radiance 
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of that ‘hope which is full of immortality.’ So far 
from its being true, that the indiscriminate exercise 
of the Right of private judgment amongst the humbler 
classes leads to interminable diversities of interpreta- 
tion and of doctrine, it is notorious that most of the 
profitless controversies which have obscured the Bible 
and cursed the world, have originated with those who 
have assumed to be the religious instructors of man- 
kind. They have not sprung up amongst the poor, nor 
by the poor have they been cherished. It is, therefore, 
with a feeling of just indignation, that we hear pro- 
fessed Christians, and professed Protestants — at all 
events those who are not professed Romanists — giv- 
ing utterance to the sentiment, ‘that the private stu- 
dent of Scripture would not ordinarily gain a know- 
ledge of the gospel from it. Such a doctrine is not 
merely an insult to common sense —it is a libel on 
the Divine Author of the Bible. Are we to believe 
that, ‘knowing perfectly what was in man,’ he has 
yet so constructed the volume of revelation, that even 
its fundamental doctrines remain an inscrutable mys- 
tery? Or did the great Teacher he sent, teach in so 
peculiar a manner, that even the more important 
truths he taught remained unintelligible? If so, we 
must receive in a new and monstrous sense the assu- 
rance, that ‘he spake as never man spake;’ that he 
spake not so much to reveal, as to disguise! But 
this record remains —that while learned ignorance 
cavilled and derided. ‘THE COMMON PEOPLE HEARD 
HIM GLADLY.’ / 

Far different from the judgment of these spurious 
Protestants was that of Bishop Horsley, with whose 
weighty words we shall now conclude. ‘I will not 
scruple to assert, that the most illiterate Christian, if 
he can but read his English Bible, and will take the 
pains to read it in this manner (comparing parallel 
passages,) will not only attain all that practical 
knowledge which is necessary to his salvation; but, 
by God’s blessing, he will become learned in every 
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thing relating to his religion in such a degree, that 
he will not be liable to be misled, either by the refined 
arguments, or by the false assertions, of those who 
endeavour to ingraft their own opinion upon the 
oracles of God. He may safely be ignorant of all 
philosophy except.what is to be learned from the 
sacred books; which, indeed, contain the highest 
philosophy adapted to the lowest apprehensions. He 
may safely remain ignorant of all history, except so 
much of the history of the first ages of the Jewish 
and of the Christian Church, as is to be gathered 
from the canonical books of the Old and New Testa- 
ment. Let him study these in the manner I recom- 
mend, and let him never cease to pray for the illumi- 
nation of that Spirit by which these books were 
dictated ; and the whole compass of abstruse philo- 
sophy and recondite history shall furnish no argument 
with which the perverse will of man shall be able to 
shake this learned Christian’s faith. The Bible, thus 
studied, will indeed prove to be what we Protestants 
esteem it — a certain and sufficient rule of faith and 
practice.’ 
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Or the many great men of the fifteenth and sixteenth 
centuries, there are few, if any, who challenge our 
attention more strongly than Erasmus. His genius 
and attainments, his wit and humour, his wonderful 
literary labours, and the monuments he has left of 
them, his position among his contemporaries, and the 
influence he exerted upon posterity, alike claim and 
repay attention. He played no mean part in the 
two most signal events of his age—the Revival of 
Literature, and the Reformation of Religion. In the 
first his influence was prodigious, and second to that 
of none of his contemporaries ; in the latter it was 
considerable, and, perhaps, has seldom been duly 
appreciated. One principal object of the present 
paper is to appraise his merits in this latter respect, 
for the sake of that large class of ordinary readers 
who have paid no special attention to the subject. 
In popular estimate the too well-known infirmities of 
Erasmus have obscured the part which he really 
played as a pioneer of the Reformation. 

Jt doubtless detracts from his personal merit that 
he was to a great extent the unconscious instrument 
of effecting so much in favour of the revolution he 
was too timid to embrace ; but, next to Luther, pro- 
bably none more contributed to it. 

But before proceeding to our main object, it will 
be conducive to it, and may be for other reasons not 
without instruction, to give a brief sketch of those 
events of his earlier life which chiefly tended to 
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develop his character, the principal traits of which 
are familiar to everybody. Indeed, without some 
such introduction, it would not be very easy to form 
any just estimate of his merits or demerits relatively 
to the Reformation, for we should know neither the 
favourable nor adverse circumstances of his career, 
neither the strength nor the weakness of his 
character ; the qualities which enabled him to 
achieve so much, or the infirmities and temptations 
which too often kept him from achieving more. 

He was born at Rotterdam in the year 1467. His 
father’s name was Gerard, which, like so many 
other names, is significant, and means the ‘ami- 
able,’ or ‘desirable.’ It was a common custom for 
the learned of that age, who, in their passion for the 
newly-revived classics, could not rest content with 
the vulgar homespun names which their vernacular 
supplied, to christen themselves afresh in well-sound- 
ing Greek or Latin. This pedantic practice has 
indeed so utterly transformed the names of many of 
the great men of that day, that only the learned 
themselves now know their vulgar names. Thus 
(Hcolampadius—the friend of Erasmus—the well- 
known reformer, was really no other than Hausschein; 
Mvlancthon was Schwartzerd ; and Faber, Smith. 
Not to be behind his learned contemporaries in this 
whimsical fashion, young Gerard took (or had given 
him) the Greek name of Erasmus, though (as has 
been well remarked) he ought rather, if he would be 
truly classical, to have taken the name of Hrasmius ; 
and not content with this, and that he might treat 
the Romans with as much respect as the Greeks, he 
also took the Latin name of Desiderius, which means 
much the same thing. As if to leave no doubt about 
the matter, and confirm his title to the epithet, he 
was often called by both names—Desiderius Erasmus. 
Whether plain Gerard would not have been more ex- 
pressive to the bulk of his contemporaries than two 
names which must have been unintelligible to them, 
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is another question ; but they were Greek and Latin 
anyhow ; and Greek and Latin, not understood, were 
in that day often thought a great deal better than 
vulgar terms known to everybody. 

Well might Erasmus carry on a war to the knife 
with the monks, for he was, as it were, consecrated 
to it; even earlier than Hannibal to his war with the 
Romans. In truth, the wrongs which he suffered 
from the cruel and besotted system of the cloister 
dated even from before his birth.* His father, 
against nature and inclination, had been entrapped 
into his monastic vows. It had been the vehement 
desire of his family that he should become a monk; 
and they cruelly persecuted him for resisting their 
wishes. No wonder that he resisted, for he was in 
love with a most amiable and exemplary woman, and 
it is probable that the persecution he endured may 
have precipitated him into crime. Erasmus was the 
offspring of an illegitimate union. His father fled to 
Rome to avoid persecution ; and a false report of the 
death of his Margaret having been artfully conveyed 
to him, he, in despair, yielded to the views of his 
tormentors. and became an ecclesiastic. On learning 
she was still alive, he returned home, but, it is said, 
never proved false to his vows, though so cruelly in- 
veigled into them. 

It is impossible to enter fully into this sad story 
here ; suffice it to say that it forms a striking illustra- 


* For a very interesting and much fuller account of the 
early relations of Erasmus with the monks, than there is space 
for here, the reader is referred to the very able sketch of the 
life and character of Erasmus, inserted in the Quarterly Review, 
vol. evi. (1859). A large amount of information is there com- 
pressed into a very small compass. ‘The writer has also done 
more justice than many of the biographers of Erasmus to his 
services to the Reformation, and dealt firmly, yet charitably, 
with his faults. On certain points the present writer is indebted 
to that article ; in others, there is coincidence, but nothing 
more ;*for the substance of these papers was penned many years 
before the article in question appeared. 
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tion of the cruel system by which the mcnasteries 
were too often filled. Many youths were terrified or 
cajoled into becoming their inmates, without the 
slightest natural qualification for such a life; if, 
indeed, there can be any natural qualifications for 
entering on a mode of life which is founded on a 
subversion of the principles of human nature. The 
system by which these abodes of sloth, vice, ignor- 
ance, and sensuality—for such they had too generally 
become in that age—were supplied with victims, has 
been well called by the name of ‘crimping,’ or, to 
use a term which Erasmus himself has employed 
more than once, of ‘kidnapping.’ It reminds us of 
the press-gang, by which our navy was formerly 
recruited ; or the practice (not uncommon in a former 
generation) of carrying off a sane man to a private 
mad-house, as a preliminary for more easily getting 
possession of his property. They first stole the man, 
and then stole the money. 

Sometimes a poor man with a large family thought 
the monastery would afford a ready provision for a 
spare child or two ; it was as good as a Foundling Hos- 
pital. Sometimes guardians and distant claimants 
deemed it a most desirable thing that youthful heirs 
should be enabled to escape the evil of riches, by 
making them take vows of poverty ; the robbers giv- 
ing good part of the spoils to the ecclesiastical foun- 
dations which had mercifully afforded these fledglings 
so secure an asylum from ‘the world, the flesh, and 
the devil.’ Sometimes abbot or prior, not content 
with a share of the spoil, personally hunted. the 
game, and employed every engine of spiritual cajolery 
and spiritual terror to obtain the whole by them- 
selves proselytising the young heir of wealth ; taking 
in exchange for the profitable poverty, the holy cowl 
and hood vhey assigned him, the poor equivalent of 
his earthly treasure ; treasure with which they might 
be safely entrusted, having the skill to make celes- 
tial ‘friends of the mammon of unrighteousness,’ but 
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which would simply have been a burden and tempta- 
tion to the young pilgrim, now happily lightened for 
the heavenly journey. Such sad doings of saintly 
trickery and holy cupidity were extremely common 
in the palmy days of the mendicant Orders, which 
always began with poverty, and ended with riches 
and luxury; and whose members too often resembled 
St. Paul in one trait, if in no other, that ‘having 
nothing, they yet possessed all things.’ The Jesuits 
have been apt scholars of these older Orders, but have 
scarcely surpassed them in the arts of spiritual ¢ra- 
casserie. If anyone wishes to see the extent to which 
all Christendom groaned under the oppressive and 
degrading yoke of these holy swindlers and masters 
of ecclesiastical thimblerig—groaned, and yet could 
not throw it off—he need go no farther than the his- 
tory and writings of Erasmus ; though, in fact, as an 
able historian truly says, a large part of the entire 
literature of the Middle Ages consists of little else 
than satire and invective against the prevailing cor- 
ruption of the Church, and especially the greed, 
licence, hypocrisy, and sensuality of the monastic 
orders. 

At avery early age Erasmus was sent to an ob- 
scure school at Torgau (Gouda). At this early period 
it is said that he gave but little promise of the genius 
which was afterwards to blaze out upon the world; 
that his schoolmaster was even disposed to con- 
sider him a blockhead—which rather gives one reason 
to suspect that the schoolmaster was one. It is by 
no means improbable, however, that Erasmus, like 
Sir Walter Scott, may have given in childhood few 
indications of what he was to be and to do in the 
world. A full proportion of those who have become 
great have in their early days afforded but scanty 
trace of the latent powers which kindly Nature was 
slowly bringing to maturity—the process of develop- 
ment being all the surer because it was slow. 

But whatever may have been the apparent dulness 
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of Erasmus in his early boyhood, the light in the 
lantern soon shone brightly enough through the 
thick horn which had obscured it. At nine years of 
age he was sent to school at Deventer, whither his 
fond mother removed, that she might be near him 
and watch over him. Such was his quickness in ac- 
quiring, tenacity in retaining, and readiness in apply- 
ing knowledge, that Sinheim, sub-rector of the school, 
under whose instructions Erasmus principally came, 
addressed him on a certain occasion thus: ‘Go on as 
thou hast begun, and thou wilt soon rise to the 
highest rank in learning. And on another occa- 
sion, on which the celebrated Rudolph Agricola 
visited the school, an exercise of the young Erasmus 
so impressed him, that having examined his head and 
features, he said emphatically, ‘ You will be a great 
man.’ 

While he was still in his boyhood he lost the kind 
mother who had so tenderly nurtured him; and not 
long after, his father. And now Erasmus was him- 
self to be the victim of those spiritual arts which 
had been the curse of his father’s life. The modest 
patrimony of the orphan had been entrusted to three 
worthless guardians, who had wasted part of it, and 
no doubt were desirous to finger the rest. What 
more convenient method of attaining their object 
than that of inducing Erasmus to take the irrevoc- 
able monastic vows, and bury himself in that happy 
seclusion, where he would not need, nor make any 
inquiries about, anything so vulgar and so spiritually 
dangerous as money? To induce him to take this 
course, every art of those holy kidnappers was re- 
sorted to; but flatteries, insults, spiritual terrors, 
spiritual allurements, were long employed in vain. 
‘Before I was fifteen,’ says Erasmus, ‘the President 
of Deventer used all his powers of persuasion to get 
me to enter on the monastic life. Though so young, 
I was knowing enough to plead my age, and the 
anger of my guardians if I should act without their 
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knowledge. But the worthy man, when his eloquence 
could not prevail, tried a spiritual charm. He ex- 
hibited a crucifix before my eyes, and, as I burst 
into tears, said, with a look as of one inspired, “ Do 
you confess that He suffered for you?” “I do sin- 
cerely,” Isaid. ‘By Him then I beseech you,” said 
the artful superior, “that you suffer Him not to have 
died in vain; follow my advice, seek your soul’s 
good, lest, exposed to the world, you perish everlast- 
ingly.” ’ 

"These arts—and all the alluring or terrific repre- 
sentations which the superstitions of the monkish 
legends supplied—were afterwards resorted to in 
several different institutions to bend him to com- 
pliance, but still in vain. He was no doubt con- 
scious that his whole nature and temperament re- 
volted from the life that was proposed to him; he 
also felt that the passion for literature, which had 
already taken possession of him, could never be 
gratified in the narrow, ignorant, slothful fraternities, 
of which he was invited to become a member, and of 
whose tricks and vices he had already had sufficient 
experience. At length, however, principally by the 
arts of a false friend, Cornelius Verden, already a 
monk, and who acted as decoy-duck on this occasion 
(if rather he may not be called a rattlesnake fasci- 
nating a timid bird), Erasmus was induced to take the 
irrevocable step. Nothing can be more pathetic than 
the account which the victim gives of his struggles on 
this occasion. As the fatal day approached he ap- 
pealed in vain to his guardians and the monks. ‘Had 
they been good men,’ says he, ‘good Christian men, 
they would have known how disqualified I was for 
their life. Iwas neither made for them, nor they 
for me.’ ‘They showed, however, that Erasmus was 
mistaken in the former part of his statement, and 
that they were resolved that, whether or not they 
were made for him, he should at all events be made 
for them. But scarcely had the grated door closed 
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behind him, and he found himself in the cell, than 
he awoke up to the full horrors of his situation. 
Luther too became a monk. But nothing can be 
imagined more strikingly characteristic of the two 
men than the manner in which they respectively took 
upon them the vows. Luther, with that impetuous 
energy and instant decision of character which ever 
distinguished him, no sooner felt, however errone- 
ously, that the way to holiness and heaven lay 
through the monastery, than he was ready to take 
it; according to the evangelic image, he was among 
the ‘violent’ who ‘take the kingdom of heaven by 
force.’ In defiance of the known wishes, and with- 
out the cognisance of his father, without one thought 
of compromise or hesitation, without once looking 
back at the world he was forsaking, he called his 
youthful friends about him, gave them a farewell 
supper, told them at the close of it his purpose, and 
straightway marched off to the gate of the Augus- 
tinian monastery at Erfurth, with a couple of books 
under his arm; and then, stripping himself at the 
gate of the last relics that could remind him of the . 
world he had renounced, saw without one doubt 
or fear the portal close behind him. The timid, 
vacillating Erasmus, on the contrary, faltered and 
struggled at every step, looked back continually with 
longing eyes to the world he was leaving, and was 
dragged and goaded rather than borne with his own 
will towards the doom which yet his irresolution 
made inevitable. Luther, too, found out soon enough 
that to be a monk was not necessarily to be a saint 
—that the world can find its way into the monastery, 
for it glides in with the heart of the novice himself— 
and that temptation, sin, guilt, and their everlasting 
shadow, misery, can be as busy in the cell and under 
the cowl as in the busiest haunts of active life, in 
the court, the senate, the factory, or the market. 
Erasmus spent five years in this unwelcome seclu- 
' sion, seeing little or nothing of his family or friends, 
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and doubtless losing much precious time (though not 
so much as many of his dozing companions) in that 
indolent vacuity which they miscalled abstraction 
from the world, or that mental sloth which they mis- 
took for devout contemplation. He diligently em- 
ployed such leisure as he could redeem from the 
busy idleness of the monastic routine of ceremonial in 
laying deeper the foundations of that prodigious eru- 
dition which at length made him one of the first 
scholars of his age. 

During this period an amusing anecdote is told of 
him, which, if true, is very characteristic, and, if not 
true, is well invented for the same reason. It illus- 
trates, in fact, very well the timidity, the wit, and, it 
must be added, the selfishness which distinguished 
him, and shows that at that early period (as the poet 
has it) ‘the child was father to the man.’ In the 
monastic garden, it seems, grew a pear-tree, the fruit 
of which was so delicious that on the same principle, 
it may be presumed, on which the monastic system 
mercifully removed every temptation that might ob- 
struct the path of the neophyte, the abbot reserved 
it for his own private eating. Erasmus, however, 
was one who thought this burden too heavy on his 
superior, and that he could well afford to take his 
own share in lightening the temptation to abbot and 
monks alike. He therefore sometimes indulged in 
pre-matin hours of devotion in this pear tree, and 
found, like our first mother, that the forbidden fruit 
was pleasant to the eye and no less pleasant to the 
taste. The abbot observing that his pears were not 
going the right way—that is, down his own throat— 
thought it was time to betake himself to an extra 
monastic ‘vigil’ to discover the thief. He soon 
detected some one in the pear-tree, and issued forth 
to apprehend him. Erasmus, alarmed by a noise, 
slid down the tree and made off, taking care to limp 
as he went. Now it chanced that in the fraternity 
there was a lame brother whose gait exactly resem- 
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bled that of the roguish Erasmus. The abbot, nothing 
doubting that he was the culprit, desisted from the 
pursuit, determined to inflict on him the discipline of 
bread and water; and as the poor man protested (as 
he truly might) his innocence, he was deemed con- 
tumacious, and his penance doubled. ‘The anecdote 
illustrates the ready wit and invention of Erasmus ; 
but, if true, it illustrates his cowardice and baseness 
also, and if he really suffered another to bear the 
punishment of his own fault without arresting it by 
a frank acknowledgment, he assuredly limped worse 
in his soul than the poor brother ever did in his leg ; 
and well deserved to feel all that life-long remorse 
which Rousseau in his ‘Confessions’ acknowledged 
having felt at having wrongfully accused a poor 
maid-servant of having stolen a paltry ribbon of 
which he was the thief, and suffered her to lose her 
character rather than inculpate himself. 

At the age of twenty-three Erasmus was very glad 
to obtain leave to quit his monastery (and perhaps, 
if he often played such tricks, his monastery was 
equally glad to get quit of him), in order to be- 
come private secretary to the Archbishop of Cam- 
bray, who was about going to Rome in quest 
of a cardinal’s hat, and wished for an attendant 
who should do credit to him by his skill in Latinity. 
But Erasmus was not to visit Italy just yet; 
the Archbishop’s aspiring hopes of the cardinalship 
were nipped in the bud. Erasmus, however, remained 
under his protection, and spent six more years ob- 
scurely, but not uselessly, in extending the range of 
his knowledge and forming some valuable friendships. 
His ambition was to avail himself of a prolonged 
residence at one of the great universities of Europe, 
where, in an atmosphere of learning and amidst all 
the advantages of libraries and professors, he might 
more thoroughly accomplish himself in the various 
branches of study. This desire was at length gratified. 
He repaired to the University of Paris, under the 
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patronage of the Archbishop, and with a promise of 
his support. But the patron, like many others, who 
at various times promised pensions and salaries to 
Erasmus, was but a bad paymaster, and Erasmus was 
often in great straits. ‘Oh that I had money?’ said he 
(and his reasons for the wish are very characteristic 
of the true scholar’s intense passion for learning), 
‘Oh that I had money! I would buy first books, and 
then clothes!’ Most youths would think this a 
strange inversion of the nature of things. ‘ Clothes,’ 
they would say, ‘ are the necessaries of life, books but 
luxuries.’ But Erasmus felt differently; he thought 
that any needless outlay of money on his garments 
would be extravagance, while books were in his 
judgment among the prime necessaries of life; there- 
fore before he made any attempt to improve his 
doubtless somewhat ragged and dilapidated outer man, 
he would provide for the furniture of the inner man. 
Of the two he would rather pinch his body a little 
than starve his mind. 

If we may trust his own account of the College, to 
which he repaired under the auspices of the Arch- 
bishop of Cambray, it ought not to have cost his patron 
much to keep him there. At along subsequent period 
of his life he remembers his residence at Montague 
College with loathing alike for its harsh discipline 
and its sordid accommodation. He speaks of sleeping- 
rooms on the bare ground, mouldy walls, hard beds, 
deficient food, severe vigils, and incessant labours, 
and declares that ‘he from living there brought away 
nothing but two things which it would have been 
better to leave behind him,—ill health and vermin.’ 

Erasmus was now beginning to make himself 
known. Though he had by no means completed, in 
his own estimate, the curriculum of studies he had 
proposed to himself, he was quite scholar enough to 
eke out a scanty and precarious income by instructing 
pupils. One of these was the son of a noble lady, 
Anna Bersala, Marchioness of Vere, whose acquaint- 
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ance he made in one of his visits to the Low Countries, 
in order to escape the epidemics of Paris. She allowed 
him a small pension. Other and more valuable pupils 
he found among the English; of whom the most 
important was Lord Mountjoy. His connection with 
that nobleman not only secured some pecuniary ad- 
vantages, but led to a life-long friendship, and above 
all, to his visiting England, a country to which he 
ever after felt strongly attached ; and with reason, for 
he probably spent here some of the happiest years of 
his life. He visited it no less than five times. The 
first of these visits was paid in 1498 ;* and in that, 
or his next visit in 1505-6, he acquired, partly through 
the distinguished family by whose invitation he first 
came, and partly by the self-recommending power of 
his own genius and learning, some of the most valu- 
able friends of his after life. He was introduced to 
Cardinal Wolsey, Archbishop Warham, Sir Thomas 
More, Colet (Dean of St. Paul’s), the distinguished 
scholars Linacer, Grocyn, and many others. With the 
last four he formed a close and durable friendship. 
To Sir Thomas More especially he was bound not 
merely by ordinary ties of mutual respect and good 
offices, but by strong affinities of genius. Not only 
were they both men of wit, but of the same kind of 
wit; both were celebrated for a light, graceful, and 
gentle raillery—sportive, but never malicious—which 
made their society everywhere delightful. It is said 
—though the story perhaps is apocryphal—that they 
first met by chance at a public entertainment, and 
after a sharp encounter of their wits, in which they 
saw so much to admire in each other, Erasmus cried, 
‘Aut Morus es, aut nullus’ (‘Either you are More, 
or nobody’); to which More replied, ‘ Aut Erasmus 


* The article in the Quarterly Review, already referred to, 
says 1598, and in a note says that 1597, assigned in the older 
biographies, is a false date. It is, of course, a mere inadvert- 
ence in either case. 
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es, aut diabolus’ (‘ Either you are Erasmus, or the 
devil.’)* 

Though a genial and urbane humour characterised 
both More and Erasmus, it must with sorrow be ad- 
mitted that the former by no means maintained this 
amiable trait to the last, at least in relation to one 
class of subjects. In theological controversy, that 
moderation of tone and that gentleness of manners by 
which he was so distinguished, deserted him. He 
gradually became exasperated in his dispute with the 
Protestants, and forgot in his superstitious adherence 


* Of More’s quiet humour a characteristic story is related 
by Jortin. Once when at Bruges, in Flanders, an arrogant 
pedant, after the manner of those times, had posted a public 
thesis to the effect that ‘he would answer whatsoever question 
could be propounded to him in any art whatsoever.’ Sir 
Thomas caused the following question—propounded in the 
terms of our common law—to be proposed for solution, ‘Au 
averia captain Withernamia sunt irriplegiabilia,’ adding that 
there was some one in the English Ambassador’s retinue that 
would be glad to dispute with the gentleman thereupon. The 
boasting pedant, not even understanding the legal technicalities 
in which the question was couched, was obliged to confess his 
ignorance amidst the laughter of his fellow-townsmen. 

Sir Thomas More’s first wife having had several daughters, 
but no sou, she prayed very earnestly that this last blessing 
might be vouchsafed her. At length it came, but with such a 
modicum of brains, that Sir Thomas could not help saying to his 
lady, ‘ Madam, you have been praying for a boy so long, that I 
am afraid a boy he will remain to the end of his days.’ This 
son’s obscure memorials are thus drolly summed up by Dr. 
Jortin :—‘ John More’s history, like that of an antediluvian 
patriarch, is, that he wus the son of Thomas, and when he was 
eighteen years of age, he married Anne Crisacre, aged fourteen; 
and he begat five sons; and all the days of the years of John 
were . Though Jortin’s ‘ Life of Erasmus’ is written in 
the dull form of ‘ Annals,’ and is to the last degree immethodi- 
cal, everyone who has read it will endorse the criticism which 
the author of the above-mentioned article in the Quarterly 
offers on Johnson’s charge of ‘dulness.’ The book in fact 
abounds with lively anecdote and comment, and has much of 
the sort of interest which attaches to Boswell’s Life of Johnson 
himself. 
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to the old worship, all moderation and decency. Be- 
fore Luther’s appearance, he had been as free in his 
censures and as loud in his derision of the corruptions 
of the Church as Erasmus himself. In his celebrated 
‘Utopia,’ or imaginary Republic, he had indulged in 
a freedom of speculation far beyond the age, and 
amongst other things had contended for the toleration 
of different religious opinions. Yet new he became 
so rabid, that no rude polemic of that age or the 
following, not even Luther, not Von Hutten himself, 
could indulge in grosser or more scurrilous vitupera- 
tion than that which flowed from his pen ; so that even 
Atterbury—a man not to be made queasy by a strong 
word or two—has declared that More in his answer 
to Luther ‘forgot himself so as to throw out the 
greatest heap of nasty language that perhaps ever 
was put together.’* It isastrong presumption against 
a cause that it could thus transform such a man, 
darken so luminous an intellect, and poison and em- 
bitter so sweet a nature. One is disposed to say with 
Burnet, ‘It cannot indeed be accounted for, but by 
charging it on the intoxicating charms of that religion, 
that can darken the clearest understandings, and 
corrupt the best natures. And since they wrought 
this effect on Sir Thomas More, I cannot but conclude, 
that “if these things were done in a green tree, what 
shall be done in the dry?”’ But to return to Erasmus. 
During his first visit to England, he continued to 
pursue his studies with avidity, but turned his atten- 
tion more particularly to the acquisition of Greek, 
which he learned under Grocyn, at Oxford. Though 
so great a master of Latin, he was at this time but 
little acquainted with Greek. He prosecuted this 
study with his usual ardour; and for the purpose of 
more rapidly and thoroughly mastering it, translated 
many pieces of Greek authors, both classical and 
patristic, into Latin, some of which he afterwards 


* Jortin, in Life of Erasmus. 
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published. His diligence soon made him one of the 
best Greek scholars in Europe; perhaps Budezeus alone 
surpassed him; so that, some years after, on a sub- 
sequent visit to England, he became Professor of 
Greek at Cambridge. As Gibbon says, ‘ He learned 
Greek at Oxford to teach it at Cambridge.’ 

The letters of Erasmus during his residence in 
England are full of interest, not only as illustrative 
of his own life and character, but as throwing con- 
siderable light on the manners, customs, and domestic 
and social habits of our forefathers, respecting which 
we sometimes get from him more vivid descriptions 
than can easily be found in our native writers. In 
one of them he gives no flattering description of our 
domestic habits. He partly attributes the prevalent 
epidemics to the incommodious form and bad laying 
out of the houses, the filthiness of the streets, and the 
dirt within doors. ‘ The floors,’ says he, ‘ are usually 
of clay, strewed with rushes, under which lies an 
unmolested collection of droppings of beer, grease, 
bones, spittle, and nameless abominations of all 
kinds.’ 

On the whole, however, his opinions of England 
are abundantly flattering, and bear witness to the 
strong affection with which he ever regarded her. In 
one of his letters, he breaks out, with superfluous 
courtesy, into admiration even of our climate, which 
he describes as ‘ most agreeable and most healthful, — 
perhaps in contrast with the deeper fogs of his native 
Holland, or the pestilential air which he had lately 
breathed at Paris. He also extols the urbanity and 
learning of our countrymen, and declares that ‘ except 
to gratify his curiosity, he no longer cared to visit 
Italy.’ He was certainly most deeply attached to our 
country, and we have reason to be proud of him as a 
sort of naturalised Englishman. He himself calls 
Iengland ‘the land of his adoption ;’ and has empha- 
tically recorded in a letter to Henry VIII. his strong 
attachment to it. He says: ‘Although he was not a 
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native, but an adopted child of Great Britain, yet, 
when he reflected how many years he had lived in 
England, how many protectors he had found in her, 
how many honourable and sincere friends she had 
bestowed upon him, how much of his fortune, such as 
it was, was owing her, he felt as great a love for her 
as if he had drawn his first breath in her territory.’ 
His first visit to England closed with an incident 
somewhat calculated to abate his enthusiasm for us, 
The royal miser, Henry VII., had passed a law, 
forbidding the exportation of any coined money ; and 
poor Erasmus suddenly found himself despoiled by 
the custom-house officers of about 20]. of his first 
earnings, for the restitution of which, he declares, he 
clamoured, but clamoured in vain. Soon after his 
first visit to England, he gratified his early longings 
of seeing Italy; but,—embroiled as it was in the wars 
of the ambitious Pope Julius,—found it no pleasant 
residence. He did not quit it without having an 
interview with this Pope, who commanded him to 
declaim one day for, and another day against, the war 
which his Holiness proposed to wage with Venice. 
The former thesis must havebeen a difficult one for the 
peace-loving Erasmus; in other respects, the task was 
not unsuitable to a mind that always had so much to say 
on both sides of a question, and that managed to steer 
so dexterous a course between the Pope and Luther. 
Erasmus was now fairly launched upon the world. 
Henceforth his reputation continued to spread, till his 
fame as a scholar was co-extensive with literature 
itself. It is not possible, within the limits of this 
brief paper, to trace the course of his life with the 
same detail as we have that of his early years ; nor, 
in order to estimate the character and influence of 
Erasmus on the Reformation, is it at all necessary. 
Many of the incidents of his life have no significance, 
except as bearing on the more obscure parts of his 
personal history; many of them have to do with 
literary and polemical squabbles, in which—in spite of 
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his wishing to please everybody, and very often in 
consequence of it—he was perpetually embroiled. 
Many other incidents, though flowing out of his rela- 
tions to the great in his day—popes, and kings, and 
emperors—yet had then, and have now, no public 
significance; and however interesting (if we had space 
for them), as illustrating Erasmus’s personal history, 
are interesting only in that light. 

Renowned as a scholar, his ambition was satisfied 
with that. He not only did not covet other public 
distinctions and employments, but he had an aversion 
to them. Whatever patronage popes or princes be- 
stowed upon him was given to his genius and learn- 
ing—to the fame his pen had acquired, or the fame 
his pen might confer; favours perhaps sometimes 
quickened by the hopes or the fears, which one who 
possessed so much power, if he chose to exercise it 
as a partisan, might inspire. For the most part, 
however, such hopes and fears were alike futile;—to 
make Erasmus take a side, and stick to it unflinch- 
ingly, was apparently beyond the power -of either bribe 
or menace. ‘The formidable sting of his wit en- 
abled him to maintain an armed neutrality, and that 
seems to have been the chief object of his ambition 
in the great controversies of his age. 

In the fullest sense of the word, the life of Erasmus 
is yet to be written.* Complete details of his very 
various life have perhaps never been adequately set 
forth. Nor would it be a very easy matter to give these 
with the method and accuracy which a coherent bio- 
graphy would require. They must be very principally 
compiled from his works,—especially from his enor- 
mously voluminous correspondence,—and would in- 
volve much laborious investigation of obscure facts, 
and comparison of names and dates. For the pur- 
poses of the present writer, it is sufficient to say that 

* This, though true when written, is a remark no longer 


applicable; several Essays, and one ‘ Life,’ of much merit, have 
since appeared. 
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from the time of his second visit to England, his fame 
was European; that he was courted by kings and 
emperors ; that Henry VIIL., Francis I., Charles V., 
and several successive popes, delighted to do him 
honour ; that he was repeatedly invited by many of 
these to take up his abode permanently in their 
dominions ; that he was offered many lucrative and 
honourable posts if he would do so—posts which he 
steadily declined whenever they involved the vexa- 
tious cares and responsibilities from which his peace- 
loving and timid soul shrank; that his powerful 
patrons bestowed upon him many valuable gifts and 
presents, and in several instances assigned him pen- 
sions, which were not always paid with scrupulous 
' punctuality ; that his correspondence—which fills 
one immense folio of his works—numbers almost 
every name of the slightest note in the annals of his 
time, and a great many that are of none; that his 
amiability made him loved, and his genius and wit 
made him feared, by every considerable party; and 
that he was alternately caressed and flattered, hated 
and defamed, by Papists and Protestants, by Catholic 
and Lutheran. 

While it is a strong testimony and tribute to the 
genius and learning of Erasmus, that he was able 
thus to extort universal homage from crowned heads 
and busy politicians, it is scarcely so creditable to 
him that he was willing to depend for his subsistence 
on their casual bounty and precarious pensions. It 
is not that he was an idle man ; for, in fact, his 
industry was prodigious. Nor can it be said he did 
not earn all that he received from the world, and far 
more ; for the obligations he conferred on literature 
were equally prodigious. But the circumstance was 
not favourable to his independence, and must be taken 
into account when we come to determine his position 
in relation to the Reformation. 

It is surely not a little surprising that, with all his 
timid aversion to trouble, and shrinking from respon- 
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sibility, he should have declined so many honourable 
posts which lay open to his ambition, and preferred, 
for the most part, living a sort of pensioner’s life on 
casual bounty; for though he shrank from offices 
which involved any risk or trouble, he was far from 
being insensible to the charm of having that quantum 
sufficit of which they are the cost. He was by no 
means averse to a sinecure or an honorarium, and not 
only accepted them without scruple, but not seldom 
paid suit for them with as sturdy a spirit of mendi- 
cancy, as if he had been a courtier by profession, or 
one of that class he so cordially hated,—the begging 
friars. Indeed, he is upbraided by one of his corres~ 
pondents, half in jest and half in earnest, with having 
abused even a beggar’s privilege of importunity ; and, 
he defends himself in one passage in a way which 
shows that the timid Erasmus did not altogether 
want effrontery! 

Colet had told him, half in jest and half in earnest, 
that he would give him a small matter if he would 
beg with humility and ask without modesty. In his 
reply, Erasmus says, ‘ Since you talk of begging 
boldly, I should like to know who can be more 
humble and shameless than myself; who live in 
England upon the footing of a common beggar. I 
have received so much from the Archbishop (War- 
ham) that it would be scandalous to take any more of 
him, though he were to offer it. I asked so-and-so 
with sufficient effrontery, and he refused me with still 
greater. Even our good friend Linacer thinks me 
too bold; who, knowing my ill-health, that I was 
leaving London with hardly six angels in my pocket, 
and that winter was coming on, yet pressingly enjoined 
me to spare the Archbishop and Lord Mountjoy, and 
advised me to retrench, and learn to bear poverty with 
patience. Friendly counsels, no doubt !—For this 
reason, above all, I hate my cruel fortune—that she 
will not suffer me to be modest! .... But I am not 
such a beggar neither, as to ask all things from all 
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persons. ‘To some I say nothing, because I would not 
be refused; andI have no pretence to solicit you, who 
have no superfluity of wealth. But since you seem to 
like impudence, I will end my letter in as impudent a 
way as I can. I have not assurance enough to ask 
you for anything ; and yet I am not so proud either 
ag to reject a present, if a friend like you should offer 
it to one in my circumstances.’ 

We may well say with Jortin, that one who could 
talk at this rate, must have been reduced to hard 
necessity; it may be added, that it is surprising that 
he who could beg in a style like this, should conde- 
scend to beg at all. 

He carries the mendicant’s refinement of effrontery 
to its’ extremest point, by hinting on one occasion 
that it would be better if friends would anticipate the 
necessity of all applications to their bounty, and re- 
minds them of the opinion of Seneca, that favours 
‘are dearly purchased which are extorted by begging !’ 
He ‘points the same moral’ by a reference to the 
story of Socrates, who having given a hint that he 
would purchase a new cloak, if he had money ta buy 
it, and having been presented with one by an obliging 
friend who heard him, grumbled out the equivocal 
thanks, ‘that it was very well, but it would have 
been better if the cloak had been given without any 
such hint.’ 

It may seem odd, that with such a capacity of 
asking, and equal or greater capacity of receiving, 
favours, Erasmus should have insisted so much on his 
independence, and been so jealous of it. ‘ Beneficium 
accipere, he says, ‘est libertatem vendere’ (‘To 
accept an obligation is to sell one’s liberty’). If so, 
Erasmus must have been a slave a hundred times 
over. Yet it is, perhaps, no paradox to assert that 
it was, after all, in some sort a love of independence 
which made him thus willing to become a universal 
beggar. To be dependent on some one man alone 
would, on a mind like that of Erasmus, have the en- 
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slaving effect he affirms; would bind him ‘by chains 
he would not dare to break: but to receive a little 
from many sources would, in his fancy, make him in- 
dependent of all. He was like Edie Ochiltree, the 
King’s bedesman (so exquisitely painted by Sir 
Walter Scott), who gladly received a small dole from 
everybody, but thought it would be in the highest 
degree derogatory to the dignity and independence of 
a true beggar to receive his whole livelihood from 
the bounty of Miss Wardour, who upbraided him 
with not availing himself of the independence she 
proffered. ‘Na, na, Miss,’ says Edie, ‘it’s because I 
have mair independence asI am. I beg na mair at 
any single house than just ae meal of meat, or may be 
but a mouthfw’ of it; if it’s refused at ae place,*I get 
it at anither ; sae [canna be said to depend on ony- 
body in particular, but just on the country at large!’ 

Now Erasmus was the ‘ King’s bedesman’ of litera- 
ture, and filled his wallet by ‘aumous’ from the whole 
world of royal and ecclesiastical patronage ; and it 
must be confessed that he did pretty well, though his 
pensions were often irregularly paid, and though he 
was taught, like the Psalmist, ‘ not to put his trust in 
princes.’ In spite of his being not seldom reduced to 
absolute straits, and compelled to sue now and then 
in forma pauperis for an overdue pension, he amassed, 
for a literary man of those days, considerable property, 
for he bequeathed a sum which one of his biographers 
thinks may have amounted to something like seven 
thousand ducats. It must be mentioned as an excuse 
for him that not only did his literary labours (by which 
he so much benefited the world) well entitle him 
to all that he got, however irregularly it came, and to 
far more; but that in those days (as has been often 
said), the author’s true patron—the publisher—did. 
not yet exist ; nor, it may be added, for two centuries 
later. Neither had a successful author any adequate. 
security for getting a fair share of the profits of his 
works. Had Erasmus enjoyed that, he might have, 
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dispensed with all precarious pensions from royal and 
episcopal patrons. Of his ‘Encomium of Folly,’ one 
Paris impression alone is said to have consisted of 
20,000 copies, and another of the ‘ Colloquies’ of as 
many. In all times, indeed, the publisher is supposed 
to come in for the lion’s share of the profits of an 
author’s works ; but in those days it is to be feared 
that the latter did not get even the jackal’s proverbial 
offal. 

In some instances, Erasmus declined preferments 
for reasons most creditable to him. Thus, when 
Warham presented him with the living of Adlington, 
in Kent, Erasmus refused on the ground that he 
could not speak English, and that his parishioners 
would thus have a dumb priest. It would have been 
as well if all English priests had been equally scru- 
pulous ; but unless Fame lies impudently (which to 
be sure she does), not a few men have accepted Welsh 
benefices, though they did not understand a word of 
the language, and have thus given to their hearers 
no other indication of their Apostolical Succession 
than the equivocal one of ‘speaking in an unknown 
tongue.’ 


In estimating the influence which, in point of fact, 
Erasmus exerted on the great Religious Revolution of 
his age, it is not necessary to consider whether he 
was conscious of it, or whether, if he had known the 
future course of events, he would not often have been 
silent where he has spoken. It is evident that his 
timidity too often stood aghast at the report and re- 
coil of his own ordnance, as is notably seen in his 
exculpatory letter to his admired friend Martin 
Dorpius, who had written in terms of severe con- 
demnation of the ‘Encomium of Folly.’ Nor is it 
necessary, for similar reasons, to consider how far 
Erasmus deserves the gratitude of posterity for the 
good he did; for, in truth, his vacillation and his 


cowardice largely qualify the feeling. But as to the 
x 2 
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influence itself, it may be questioned, whether any 
man, excepting Luther, did so much for the Reforma- 
tion ; though many who did less, might merit more 
praise and gratitude than he. 

It is, no doubt, as a pioneer, that Erasmus chiefly 
challenges our regard ; but it was a work of grubbing 
and clearing so essential to the Reformation, that with- 
out such preparation, it may be questioned whether 
Luther would half so soon have brought the wild 
waste under his plough, or cast in, with anything like 
the same success, the seed of the Gospel. Never was 
there a more stupid inversion of fact, or a better 
example of putting ‘the cart before the horse,’ than 
the averment of one of the adversaries of Erasmus, 
‘that Luther laid the egg, and Erasmus hatched it.’ 
The contrary would be less egregiously absurd, 
though neither would that be in accordance with 
fact ; for in very. deed the egg was Luther’s own, 
though Erasmus made a good nest for it. These two 
men, in truth, were chiefly intent on different things ; 
Erasmus wrought mainly for the demolition of Error, - 
Luther also aimed at the restoration of Truth; the 
influence of the one was chiefly negative, that of the 
other chiefly positive. But it is quite true that the 
work of the one was an essential preparation and in- 
valuable auxiliary to the work of the other; and 
whatever truth there might be in the old gingling 
rhyme, which professed to express Luther’s exegetical 
obligations to De Lyra— 


Si Lyra non lyrasset, 
Lutherus non saltasset-— 


it is as near the truth to say that, but for Erasmus, 
Luther’s career might have been much more toilsome, 
and much less triumphant. 

Even in his private capacity—familiarly conversing 
and corresponding, as he did, with so many per- 
sons of note in all parts of Europe and in every 
scene of life, and uttering very freely (as his letters 
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show) his opinions on the corruptions and abuses 
which oppressed the Church, whenever he could 
do it without public scandal or incurring personal 
danger—his influence, exerted through so many years 
and backed by his immense reputation for genius, 
wit, and learning, must have had a large share in 
forming and shaping public opinion, and familiarising 
men’s minds to the 1ecessity of a Reformation. 

But it is chiefly, sf course, the enormous diffusion 
and wide-world popularity of those writings in which 
he has so unsparingly exposed and satirized the 
more flagrant abuses and corruptions whose parasitic 
growth had overshadowed and almost destroyed the 
Church, that lead us to estimate so highly his influ- 
ence, as a pioneer, on the Reformation. ‘There is 
hardly one of the more shameful evils of the Church 
he has not touched in his ‘Praise of Folly,’ or in his 
‘Colloquies;’ and in a style which was certain to 
make an indelible impression on the reader. But it 
is the extent to which these writings were circulated, 
and the known eager attention they secured, still more 
than their contents, which leads us to attach so much 
importance to them. 

It is true, indeed, that long before the time of 
FErasmus—before even that of John Huss and Jerome 
of Prague—some of the more enormous corruptions 
of the Church had been exposed and denounced. 
Dante and Chaucer, the authors of ‘Reynard the 
Fox,’ ‘Howleglass,’ and many other popular satires, 
had touched upon some of the more flagrant of the 
abuses and superstitions by which priestcraft had 
blinded the people. But while none before Erasmus 
had exposed them more frequently or so copiously, 
it was his lot to do it in writings not only recom- 
mended by their intrinsic genius, by the light grace, 
and wit, and humour, which pervaded them, but which 
had the unspeakable advantage of going forth on the 
wings of the Press, through the length and breadth 
of Europe. In his ‘Colloquies,’ and still more in his 
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‘Encomium of Folly’ (which last appeared many 
_ years before Luther’s name was heard of), his senti- 

ments are openly expressed, and both works had an 
enormous circulation. The latter piece is ingeniously 
and characteristically constructed. It is a satire on 
the various forms of human folly, put into the mouth 
of Folly herself, who boasts of the universality and 
supremacy of her dominion over mankind. Erasmus 
thus gave himself licence to speak, while he provided 
himself with an answer to the imputation of censori- 
ous presumption. In the first place, the satire seemed 
impartially directed against all men ; and in the next, 
whether just or not, it might be answered, ‘Do you 
not see that it is all put into the mouth of Folly? If 
Folly speaks, let Folly answer it. Do not suppose 
that it is Erasmus who utters it.’ 

However this might be, it did not protect him (as 
may well be supposed) against those who shrewdly 
suspected that Folly and Erasmus were one and the 
same person. And we can hardly wonder at, it, if we 
read attentively his picture of the divines and the 
monks of the age; than which it is impossible to 
imagine Luther himself painting anything with a 
bolder, though it may be with a coarser, hand. A 
specimen of the above portions of the ‘ Encomium’ we 
shall give in a tolerably close translation further on. 

The reader must bear in mind, that of this work, 
as of the ‘Colloquies,’ the circulation was enormous, 
and the popularity boundless; nor is it easy to esti- 
mate the effect they must have had in awakening the 
intellect of that age ; that of the young, especially; 
in detaching the public mind from its blind acquies- 
cence in ancient corruptions, and purging its eyes to 
bear the light of Knowledge and Truth. 

No good translation of the ‘Encomium of Folly’ 
exists in our language. Indeed, it is somewhat sur- 
prising, considering how voluminous a writer Erasmus 
was, and how popular, that a larger portion of his 
works has not been put into an English dress. One 
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might almost imagine that he was paying the penalty 
of his contempt for modern languages. There was 
abundant reason, no doubt, for his writing in Latin— 
it was the language of universal literature, and of all 
European civilisation. Speaking and writing in that, 
he would be everywhere understood. But so exclu- 
sively did Erasmus use it, that we are told he never 
was at the trouble to acquire a thorough know- 
ledge of any of the modern tongues. It is not a 
little curious, that being, as he was, a citizen of the 
world, and so long a sojourner in several countries of 
Europe, he should not have learned them sufficiently 
for colloquial use, however he might despise them as 
instruments of literature. Though he appears to 
be not without suspicion that these crabbed stocks 
would some day bear good fruit, he does not seem to 
have had an inkling that the day was coming when 
Latin would cease to be the general organ of litera- 
ture, and that he would be the less read for writing 
in the universal medium. It enhances the singularity 
of his neglect of modern languages, that it is said he 
was often inconvenienced, and, on one occasion, seri- 
ously imperilled, by his ignorance of them. It is 
instructive in this, as in so many other respects, to 
see the contrast between the fastidious Erasmus and 
the practical and energetic Luther.  Instinctively 
feeling that if he would prevail with the vulgar he 
must speak their language, Luther employed the 
whole force of his mind in compelling his harsh and 
uncouth German to become a vehicle of his glowing 
thoughts, and did more than any man of his age, or 
of any subsequent age, to fashion it into an instra- 
ment, and fit it for the purposes, of literature. 

While in his own age, and to the class he was more 
immediately influencing, the writings of Erasmus 
were abundantly more effective in Latin than they 
would have been in any modern language, it is 
certainly matter of regret that more copious transla- 
tions have not been given, especially of such portions 
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as express his opinions on the subjects connected with 
church questions. If aselection from all his principal 
writings on these topics were made, it would be seen 
how nearly, in most points, he took the same view of 
the corruptions of the Church as Luther ; how nearly 
his judgment for the most part went with the Refor- 
mation, though he would not identify himself with 
the Reformers. To justify in some measure what is 
here said, we will give the specimens above-mentioned 
of his bold invective against the theologians and the 
monks, from his ‘Encomium of Folly.’ His exposure 
of the scholastic theology, the thorny and arid subtle- 
ties of which so moved the bile of Luther, and the 
overthrow of which the Reformer deemed an essential 
condition of the restoration of the Gospel, would 
have satisfied Luther himself. Thus Folly speaks :-— 

‘Perhaps it would be better to pass by the theo- 
logians in silence, and, according to the proverb, 
‘‘Not to stir that bog,” or touch the “ ill-scented 
shrub” (seeing they are a race of men wonderfully 
supercilious and irascible), lest they should assail 
me in a troop with six hundred “conclusions,” and 
force me to recant; or, if I refuse, incontinently pro- 
claim me a heretic—for that is the bolt whereby they 
are wont to terrify those whom they do not like. 
It is true there are no men who more grudgingly 
acknowledge the benevolence of Folly towards them ; 
nevertheless, these also are bound to me by no mean 
obligations. For example; happily encased in their 
own complacency, they (just as if’ they were inhabit- 
ants of the third heaven), look down from aloft with 
pity upon all other mortals as cattle crawling on the 
ground, They are begirt with such an army of ‘magis- 
terial’ definitions, conclusions, corollaries, and propo- 
sitions explicit and implicit, and are so rich in logical 
stratagems, that not even Vulcan’s chains could so hold 
them that they cannot escape by these distinctions; 
by which, indeed, they cut all knots so easily that no 
axe could do it better :—in so many new-coined terms 
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and wonderful phrases do they abound. But especi- 
ally are they indebted to me when they explain, after 
their own fashion, their more profound mysteries: 
as in what way the world was created and arranged ; 
how the carnal taint of sin was derived to Adam’s 
posterity ; in what modes, in what interval of time, 
Christ was formed in the womb of the Virgin; after 
what manner, the “ accidents” in the eucharist, subsist 
without the “substance.” But these are too trite forsuch 
men : other points there are which they think worthy 
of “great,” and, as they say, “illuminated” theologians! 
When they chance to stumble upon these, they bestir 
themselves to some purpose : as, for example, whether 
there be any intervals of time in “divine generation”? 
whether Christ had more than one relation of filia- 
tion ? whether the proposition can be admitted that 
“God, the Father, hated the Son”? whether God 
might assume the person of a woman, a devil, an ass, 
a gourd, a flint ? and if that be the case, in what 
way a “gourd” could preach the Gospel, perform 
miracles, be nailed to the cross? what it was Peter 
“ consecrated,” if he happened to “consecrate” just at 
that time, when the body of Christ hung upon the 
cross ? and whether, at that same time, Christ could 
be called a man? whether, after the Resurrection, it 
will be possible to eat and drink ?—our theologians, 
it seems, already taking sureties against hunger and 
thirst. Innumerable are their hair-spun niceties, 
much more subtle than these, concerning “ notions,” 
“ relations,” ‘ momenta,” formalities,’ ‘ quiddities,” 
“ heceities,’—which no mortal can penetrate, except 
he be such a lynx as can see, in midnight darkness, 
things which are non-existent ! Add to these their 
practical decisions, which are so paradoxical that the 
oracular sayings of the Stoics called par excellence 
“ paradoxes,” will seem quite stupid and commonplace. 
in comparison ; as, for example, that it is a lighter 
crime to cut a thousand throats than even once to 
cobble shoes on the Lord’s day; and that it is better 
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the whole human race should perish, “back and 
belly,” as we say, than to speak one little lie of what 
venial kind soever.—Then the methods of many of 
the scholastic divines render these most subtle subtle- 
ties more subtle still; so that you may sooner find 
your way out of a labyrinth than out of the intricacies 
of the Realists, the Nominalists, the Thomists, the 
Albertists, the Occamists, the Scotists—and here 
note that I have not mentioned all the sects, only 
the principal—in all of which there is such depth of 
erudition, such difficulties, such profundities, that I 
fancy the Apostles themselves would need another 
“baptism of the Spirit,” if they were compelled to 
dispute on these subjects with this new race of theo- 
logians ! Paul eulogises faith, I grant; but when he 
says, “Faith is the substance of things hoped for, 
the evidence of things not seen,” he does not define 
it like a schoolman—“ magistraliter,” as they say. 
The same Apostle, in the thirteenth chapter of the 
First Epistle to the Corinthians, commends charity 
above all things; but then he neither divides nor 
defines it with perfect dialectical accuracy ! And no 
doubt the early disciples ‘ consecrated ’ the elements ; 
and yet, if asked about the terminus a quo and the 
terminus ad quem, about transubstantiation, about the 
mode in which the same body may be in different places, 
about the difference which subsists between Christ’s 
body in heaven, Christ’s body on the cross, and Christ’s 
body in the sacrament, or at what point of time tran- 
substantiation takes effect, since the prayer by which it 
is effected is, as a discrete quantity, always a flowing 
quantity,—to these questions they would not, as I 
opine, have replied in a manner at all equal to that in 
which the Scotists dissert upon and decide them. 
‘They knew the mother of Jesus very well, it is 
true, but which of them demonstrated so philosophi- 
cally as our theologians have done the doctrine ef her 
‘Immaculate Conception”? Peter received the keys, 
and received them from Him who commits them to 
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no unworthy hand; and yet I doubt if he ever un- 
derstood, certainly never attained subtlety enough to 
explain, how he who has not. knowledge himself may 
yet possess the key of knowledge. They baptized 
everywhere, no doubt, and yet never taught what is 
the “formal,” “material,” “efficient,” and “final” cause 
of baptism; nor do they make any mention at all 
of the “delible” and ‘ indelible” character. They 
worshipped, it is true, but “in spirit,” thinking of 
nothing but that evangelical maxim, that “God is a 
Spirit, and they who worship Him inust worship Him 
in spirit and in truth.” But it nowhere appears that 
it was then revealed to them that, with one and the 
self-same adoration, we must worship Christ himself 
and a little image of Him drawn with a bit of char- 
coal upon a wall; provided the picture has these 
tbree marks, two fingers stretched out, an unshayen 
crown, and a halo about it! For, indeed, who can 
understand these things, unless he has spent six- 
and-thirty years entire in the ultra-mundane physics 
and metaphysics of Aristotle and the Stoics? In the 
same manner the Apostles inculcate “ grace,” but 
they never discriminate gratia gratis data and gratia 
gratificans ; they exhort to ‘‘ good works,” but they 
never distinguish between opus operans and opus 
operatum ; they everywhere inculcate “ charity,” but 
they do not distinguish between what is “infused ” 
and what is “ acquired,” nor determine whether it be 
an “accident” or a “substance,” a “ created ” or an 
‘*uncreated ” thing; they detest sin, but, my life for it, 
they could not scientifically define what that is which 
we call sin, unless they chanced to be enlightened by 
the spirit of the Scotists ; nor can I be easily induced 
to believe that Paul (by whose degree of learning we 
may safely take the measure of the rest) would so 
often have condemned “doting questions, strifes, 
genealogies,” and (as he calls them) “ oppositions of 
science falsely so called,” if he had been thoroughly 
up in those subtleties ; more especially, since all the 
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contentions of that time were quite rude and stupid, 
if they be compared with the more than Chirysippean 
subtleties of our masters. And yet these most modest 
men, if they meet with anything written by the 
Apostles loosely, and not sufficiently ‘‘ magistraliter,” 
do not condemn it indeed, but interpret it to their 
own purpose ;—doing thus much honour to it partly 
for antiquity’s sake, partly out of veneration to the 
Apostles. And, in very truth, it were hardly just to 
expect any such deep mysteries from the Apostles, 
concerning which they had never heard one syllable 
from their Master. . . . . Yet the Apostles and 
Fathers confuted—though by their life and miracles, 
rather than by syllogisms—heathen philosophers and 
Jews, who are both by nature most obstinate, as well 
as the vulgar; not a soul of whom would have been 
able to comprehend one single qguodlibet of Scotus! 
But now, what heathen, what heretic, must not 
instantly yield to so many refined subtleties? unless, 
indeed, he is too stupid to understand them, or so 
impudent as to laugh at them; or unless he be’ so 
well instructed in these same intricacies as to be able 
to stand on the defensive,—just as if you set a 
magician to fight with a magician, or one who has a 
charmed sword to fight with him who has another 
such sword; for, in that case, it would only be 
Penelope’s web over again.’ 

After the theologians come his old enemies the 
monks, whom he scourges, as usual, con amore. Cer- 
tainly he had as well earned the hatred of the cham- 
pions of the monastic system as ever Luther did; and 
one can readily credit the story that one zealous 
doctor of Constance, actually bought a picture of 
Erasmus, and hung it up in his study, that he might 
daily have the pleasure of spitting at it! 

‘Almost as much to be felicitated as the theolo- 
gians are those who vulgarly call themselves “ reli- 
gious men,” and “ monks” (or “solitaries”); both the 
one name and the other being most falsely applied to 
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them, since a great part of them are as far as pos- 
sible from any religion, and no class are met with 
more frequently, go where you will. I cannot ima- 
gine men more miserable than these would be, unless 
I, Folly, comforted them in all manner of ways; for 
whereas this race of men are so abhorred that folks 
think it ominous casually to stumble on them, yet 
they are to the last degree in love with themselves! 
In the first place they regard it as the crown of piety 
to be as ignorant -as possible of polite letters,—so 
that even not to be able to read is a sort of accom- 
plishment ; next, when they bray out with asinine 
voices their psalms (scrupulous as to the number 
of them, though they don’t understand them), they 
fancy they are charming the ears of the saints, and 
giving the heavenly choir intense pleasure! Some 
amongst them there are who make profitable gains 
of rags and beggary, and, with loud bellowings, ask 
bread at people’s doors; nay, obtrude themselves 
into hostelries, public conveyances, passage-boats, to 
the no small injury of other beggars. After the 
Same manner, these pleasant folks tell us that they 
represent to us the Apostles, by their dirt, ignorance, 
rudeness, and impudence. What can be more droll 
than their doing everything by exact prescription, 
in precise mathematical proportion, as it were, which 
it were no less than a crime to transgress? For ex- 
ample, how many knots the sandals should have, and 
of what colour each ; of how many different kinds 
their garments should be, and of what stuff; how 
many ells broad is to be their girdle; of what cut 
and of what size is to be the hood; how many finger- 
breadths is to be the tonsure; how many hours they 
are to sleep!—How wnequal this equality must be, 
amidst so great a variety of minds and constitutions, 
who does not see? And yet for these trifles not only 
will they undervalue the rest of the world, but re- 
ciprocally despise one another; and though profess- 
ing apostolical charity, will persecute to the death 


318 ERASMUS AND HIS AGEs 


for a coat girt otherwise than according to “rule,” or 
for being of a colour a little too dark. And you may 
see some of them so rigidly religious, that they will 
use for their upper vesture only the coarsest stuff, for 
their innermost the softest. Others, on the contrary, 
are outside all linen, inside all wool. Some, again, 
are as horrified to touch money, as though it were 
hemlock, and in the meantime abstain from neither 
wine nor lust! Lastly, there is in all of their Orders 
a wonderful zeal not to be like one another in their 
mode of life. Their study is, not that they may be 
like Christ, but that they may be unlike one another. 
A great part of their felicity consists in their titles: 
some delight in being called *“Cordeliers,” ‘“*Capu- 
chins,” ‘‘ Minors,” “ Minims;” others, again, are of 
the order of St. Benedict, of St. Bernard, of St. 
Bridget, of St. Augustine; some are Wilhelmites,. 
others are Jacobites; as if it were not enough to be 
called Christians! A great part of them lay such 
stress upon their peculiar ceremonies and little tradi- 
tions, that one would imagine a single heaven could 
not be a sufficient reward for so much merit. They 
do not reflect that Christ, when He comes, despising 
all these things, will exact obedience to His own 
precept,—that of charity. One of these people will 
boast, on that day, that his stomach has been blown 
out by piously eating only fish; another will pour 
out his hundred bushels of psalms; another will 
enumerate his ten thousand fasts, and tell how often 
he chastised his belly almost undone by a single 
dinner; another will throw down a heap of cere- 
monies that would almost sink seven merchantmen ; 
another will boast how that for sixty years he never 
touched money—except when he had thick gloves 
on; another will show a cowl so foul and dirty that 
no common sailor would deign to wear it; another 
will relate how that for more than forty years he 
lived the life of a sponge, having been always affixed 
to the same spot; another will plead that his throat. 
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is hoarse with perpetual psalm-singing ;* another 
that he has meritoriously contracted a lethargy by 
constant solitude; another will urge that his tongue 
has even lost its power by the long silence his “rule ” 
had imposed upon it. But after all these vain boasts 
(never otherwise to be ended) Christ will ask— 
““ Whence this new race of Jews? I know one only 
rule that is really mine; but of that, and that alone, 
I hear nothing. Long agoI told you, and without 
disguise of parables, that I promised my Father’s 
heritage, not to cowls, to beadrolls, or fastings, but 
to the exercise of faith and charity. Nor have men 
any merit in my eyes who have too much merit in 
their own. Those who wish to seem more holy 
than my example, may occupy, if they please, some 
fabulous heaven, or order a new heaven to be con- 
structed expressly for them by those whose petty 
traditions they have preferred to my _ precepts.” 
When they hear these things, and shall see sailors 
and carters preferred to them, with what counten- 
ances, think you, will they gaze upon one another? 
In the meantime, if they are happy in their vain 
hopes, it is to me, Folly, they are indebted for their 
felicity.’ The sarcasm with which Folly inveighs 
against bishops, cardinals, and even popes, is hardly 
less severe. 

The alarm and anger this enormously popular 
little book excited among the ecclesiastics may be 
inferred from the expostulations of Dorpius (already 
referred to), who though an attached friend, and re- 
garded by Erasmus with the warmest admiration, 
wrote to him in the strongest terms of regret and 
censure. In his long apologetic reply (one of the 
most interesting of Erasmus’s letters), he very ably 
vindicates himself, though with characteristic timi- 
dity he hardly knows whether to be gratified or 

* One wonders whether Shakspeare, who somehow knew 


everything, had seen this jest when he makes Falstaff say he 
had ‘lost his voice through holloaing and singing of anthems.’ . 
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terrified at his own popularity. His vanity is a 
little tickled; but it is evident that he half repents 
his achievement. In matters connected with the 
Reformation we fear that Erasmus too closely re- 
sembled those who 


Do good by stealth, and blush to find it fame. 


He gives an amusing account of the origin of the 
work, and draws, from the haste with which it had 
been written, some apologies for its imputed faults. 
He says—‘I earnestly desire, as far as I can, to have 
your good opinion, whose genius (more than human), 
whose singular erudition, whose most acute judg- 
ment, I value so highly, that I would rather have 
the approbation of Dorpius alone than the suffrages 
of a thousand other people. .... First, then, to 
speak ingenuously, I am almost sorry that I ever 
published the ‘Encomium of Folly.’ The little book 
has brought me some glory, or, if you like, popu- 
larity. But I do not care to have popularity if it is 
to be conjoined with envy. .... I began the thing 
in an idle hour, not certainly with the intention of 
publishing it, but that I might divert my mind from 
my sufferings during a severe illness. I sometimes 
gave a taste of what I had begun to some friends, 
und sympathetic laughter made the satire more 
piquant. As some of them were vehemently pleased, 
they insisted that I should proceed. I complied, 
and in this occupation spent seven days, more or 
less,—an expenditure of time, I own, out of propor- 
tion to the weight of the argument. In the sequel, 
by the agency of some of those at whose urgency I 
had written, the little book was carried off to France, 
and printed from a copy not only faulty, but imper- 
fect. But whether it was displeasing to the public 
or not may be inferred from the fact that within a 
few months it was printed more than seven times, 
and in widely different places. I myself wondered 
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what it was that pleased people so. Thus, then, my 
Dorpius, this my folly, if you will call it so, you have 
the culprit confessing; at least not denying. In this 
way, partly through idleness, partly to please some 
friends, I have, for once in my life, played the fool.’ 

It must not be supposed, however, that the whole 
letter is in this vein of tame apology. His defence 
of himself is in many parts most manly as well as 
triumphant. But the crisis was felt to be important, 
aud one of the most interesting of Sir Thomas More’s 
letters is to the same irate theologian, on the same 
occasion, and with the same object. 

In the ‘ Colloquies,’ which had at least an equal 
circulation with the ‘Encomium of Folly,’ he exposes, 
with the same unsparing hand, many of the most 
degrading and prevalent superstitions, and sometimes 
with a graceful irony not unworthy of Pascal. I can 
find space for only a single specimen. In the follow- 
ing passage from the dialogue entitled ‘ Naufragium,’ 
after a vivid picture of a wreck-scene, he thus 
keenly satirizes the superstitions connected with the 
invocation of saints. One of the speakers has brought 
the narrative to the point at which all hope of safety 
was abandoned, and the other interlocutor asks :— 

«« And what did the passengers do ?” 

‘«« What will serve to make you see the miserable 
case we were in. The sailors sang ‘ Salve Regina,’ 
and invoked the Virgin mother, calling her ‘the Star 
of the Sea, Queen of Heaven, Mistress of the World, 
Port of Safety,’ and flattering her with many other 
of those coaxing titles which the Holy Scriptures 
never give her.” 

‘<¢ What could she have to do with the sea, who, 
so far as I ever heard, was never so much as once 
upon it ?” 

‘« Why, once upon a time Venus took care of 
sailors, because it was believed that she was born of 
the sea-foam ; and since she has vacated that function, 
the ‘Virgin Mother’ has supplied the place of that 
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mother who was certainly met a virgin. Among the 
rest there was a certain Englishman, who promised 
mountains of gold to our Lady of Walsingham if he 
‘ever got safe to land. Others promised large gifts 
to the wood of the true Cross, which was in such a 
place; others again to that which was in such a place. 
They did the same with the Virgin Mary, who reigns 
in many places; and, you must know, they suppose 
the vow null and void unless you name the place.” 

‘“ Ridiculous ! as if the saints did not dwell in 
heaven.” 

«*« Some there were who promised that they would 
become Carthusians. There was one who promised 
that he would trudge with naked feet and bare head, 
and begging his food all the way, to the shrine of St. 
James at Compostella.” | 

‘<Did no one remember St. Christopher ?” 

«« Yes. One I heard (and could not help laughing) 
who, with a loud voice,—fearing, I suppose, he should 
not be heard,—promised St. Christopher at Paris a 
statue (rather a mountain than a statue) of wax as 
big as the saint himself. When, with much vocifera-: 
tion, he had promised this, an acquaintance, who 
happened to be sitting next him, touched him on the 
elbow and whispered, ‘ Mind what you are promising ; 
although you should sell everything you have, you 
will not have enough to pay.’ To which the other 
replied in a whisper (lest St. Christopher should hear 
him, I suppose), ‘Hold your tongue, you fool! Do 
you think I am speaking in earnest? If once I get 
to land I will not give him so much as a single wax 
candle.’” 

‘“QOh, the blockhead! I suspect he was a Ba- 
tavian ?” 

‘“ No; but he was a Zealander.” 

‘**T wonder that no one thought of the Apostle 
Paul, who was once a sailor, and escaped shipwreck ; 
for he, not inexperienced in these misfortunes, had 
Jearned how to ‘succour the miserable.’ ” 
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‘<< ‘There was no mention at all of St. Paul.” 

‘« But in the meantime surely they prayed ?” 

‘* Most fervently. One chanted ‘Salve Regina,’ 
another ‘ Credo in Deum.’ Some, too, were there who 
had certain peculiar little prayers against peril, not 
much unlike charms.” 

‘« How calamity makes people religious! In pro- 
sperity neither God nor saint ever comes into our 
minds. But, meantime, what did you do? Did you 
address your vows to none of the saints ?” 

e<° "To none.” 

ea Why so?” 

‘Because I am not in the habit of bargaining 
with the saints. For what else is it but a contract 
according to this formula: ‘I will give, if you will do 
so and so;’ or, ‘I will do this, if you will do that; I 
will give wax, if I keep my head above water ; I will 
go to Rome, if you rescue me.’ ” 

‘But, at all events, you implored the protection 
of some saint ?” 

«« Not even that.” 

‘«For what reason ?” 

*« Well, Heaven is a spacious place; and if I 
should commit my safety to some saint (say St. Peter, 
who would certainly hear me as soon as anybody, 
because he stands at the door), before he could get to 
God, before he could plead my cause, I should go to: 
the bottom ?” 

‘« What did you do then ?” 

‘«]T went straight to my Father himself, saying, 
‘Our Father who art in heaven!’ None of the saints 
hear quicker than He, or more freely grants what is 
asked for.”’ 

But Erasmus also contributed largely to the cause 
of the Reformation by his critical labours. His edition 
of the Greek New Testament was the first attempt 
(if we except the Complutensian, which was finished, 
indeed, a little earlier than that of Erasmus, though 
published after it) that had ever been made to restore 
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the sacred text. For this purpose Erasmus diligently 
collated such Greek MSS. as he could obtain, and in 
person or by his friends ransacked many libraries of 
Europe. To this he added Notes and Paraphrases, in 
which he displays considerable merit as an interpreter. 
It is true that his critical apparatus was poor com- 
pared with that which has been employed in more 
recent and thorough recensions of the New Testa- 
ment; but it was the first step, and he deserves, 
therefore (as has been well said), to be called the 
Father of the important science of Biblical criticism 
and interpretation. 

These works, too, were extensively circulated. A 
version of the Paraphrases was ordered to be kept in 
every parish church in our own country, and no less 
than five editions of the Greek text were printed in 
Erasmus’s own lifetime, on each of which he bestowed 
considerable pains, though he had the astuteness of 
later authors in letting old editions go off before im- 
proved ones were offered. ‘I am preparing,’ says 
he, in one of his letters to Budeus (taking care to 
disguise his meaning by interspersing a few Greek 
words with his Latin), ‘I am preparing a second 
edition of the New Testament ; only keep it secret, 
my dear Budeus, lest folks should get scent of it, 
and the remaining copies of the first remain on the 
printer’s shelves.’ 

‘The New Testament of Erasmus,’ says D’Aubigné, 
gave out a bright flash of light. His paraphrases on 
the Epistles and on the Gospels of St. Matthew and 
St.John ; his editions of Cyprian and Jerome; his 
translations from Origen, Athanasius, and Chry- 
sostom, his “Principles of True Theology,” his 
‘“¢ Preacher,” and his commentaries on various Psalms, 
contributed powerfully to diffuse a taste for the Word 
of God and for pure theology. The results of his 
labours went even beyond his intentions. Reuchlin 
and Erasmus gave the Bible to the learned; and 
Luther to the people.’ 
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| For the reasons now given, it does not seem too 
much to say, not only that the Reformation owes 
much to Erasmus, but probably more than to any 
man except Luther. The chief merit of Luther, and 
that in which he eclipses not only Erasmus, but all 
his own followers, consists, not merely in single- 
hearted, earnest, courageous zeal for the truth (in 
which not only he, but many others, surpassed Eras- 
mus), but in his clear perception,—the want of which 
had caused the failure of so many attempts at Refor- 
mation from the time of Huss downward,—that 
Reformation must be carried into the dogmas of the 
Church. Erasmus, like many other great men, thought 
the principal thing was to attempt the reformation 
of morals, the correction of gross superstitions, and 
the diffusion of greater intellectual light and culture ; 
all else he thought would come with them. It was 
the merit of Luther that he saw through this delusion ; 
that it was a notable example of ‘ putting the cart 
before the horse ;’ that the separation of morals from 
dogma was a vain dream,—as much so as fancying 
that leaf and fruit could be found in the tree, though 
its root was cut away from under it. Luther saw 
and felt that evangelic truth must be first recovered, 
and that then the world might recover evangelic 
purity, and not before. He saw that the Sun of 
Righteousness had been long eclipsed, and therefore 
‘darkness had again covered the earth, and gross 
darkness the people.’ He saw and felt, that if this 
night was to be dispersed, and all the evil things that 
the night had brought with it—the dank and un- 
wholesome vapours, the prowling wolf, the slimy 
reptile, the rotting and decaying foliage, the chill and 
deadly temperature—the Sun must shine again, and 
be unveiled to the nations; and, therefore, he preached 
the great cardinai verities of the Gospel, with ali the 
mighty motives they alone can inspire, as the great 
preliminaries and essential conditions of improved 
morals; and therefore also he laboured without ceas- 
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ing to communicate those Scriptures which contain 
these verities, not merely in Latin translation and 
paraphrase for the learned, but in the strong verna- 
cular for the people; not doubting that when the 
‘Sun of Righteousness’ did thus arise, and shine, it 
would be as of old, with ‘healing in its wings.’ 

Erasmus had almost everything that makes either 
a great man or a good man, except courage and de- 
cision of character; and he shows how important 
these qualities are. It is impossible to study his 
writings without admiring his genius—impossible to 
contemplate his amiability without loving him. In 
spite of all his infirmities, he is full of traits which 
endear his memory to us, and make us willingly 
concede his title to his chosen classic names; and 
accordingly all but the rabid monks, who could never 
forgive him, and those contemporaries among the 
Protestants who were naturally provoked by his 
neutrality, or rather vacillations, have dealt very 
tenderly with his memory, and been more than half- 
disposed to condone his faults on account of his ex- 
cellences. 

Yet it must be confessed that the spectacle of 
Erasmus trimming between the Pope and Luther— 
between new truth and old.error—is not a little humi- 
liating ; for it is impossible not to remember that 
rasmus had himself spoken almost as strongly as 
Luther himself against the extreme corruptions of 
the Church; had exposed with unsparing severity 
the errors of its current theology, the superstitions 
which had deformed its worship and practice, the ambi- 
tion, greed, and worldliness of its rulers, and especially 
the vices and abuses of the monastic system. He 
had admitted the urgent. necessity of a reformation. 
He had even made himseif in some quarters almost 
as much hated by what he said as ever Luther was 
afterwards. ‘There were many fraternities of monks 
who, if they could have got hold of him, would nave 
certainly despatched him ; and he himself was obliged 
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to choose his abode with caution, or to shift it preci- 
pitately. The necessity, perhaps, was not quite so 
frequent or so urgent as his natural timidity sug- 
gested ; but still no doubt he often had reason. He 
knew as well as the stormy petrel when a storm was 
imminent; and was a devout observer of the evangelic 
precept, ‘If they persecute you in one city, flee ye 
into another ;’ or rather he seems to have improved 
upon the original, and found a various reading which 
he has not inserted in his recension: ‘If you think 
they will persecute you in one city, flee into another.’ 
He was continually declining, at certain periods of his 
life, invitations to visit Rome, under various pleas of 
ill-health and other hindrances; but the great reason 
was evidently his fear of committing himself into the 
hands of enemies like Aleander. And yet, though 
he bore as great a weight of odium as if he had taken 
the side of the Reformers, he could not prevail on 
himself to cast in his lot with them! He is continually 
suggesting reasons for his trimming,.which one feels, 
as Le Clere and Jortin (with every disposition to 
spare him) also feel, to be altogether nugatory ; but 
he often frankly discloses the real cause of his 
irresolution in the confessed timidity of his own 
nature. 

This, after all, was the true reason of his conduct, 
though he is perpetually, in his letters and other 
writings, endeavouring to show that he had other 
and sufficient grounds for declining decisive action 
with either party. Sometimes—‘ He cannot agree 
with all that Luther had said, though he approved of 
much.’ Was he called upon to do so? Did all who 
espoused the cause of Luther doso? Did Melanc- 
thon himself? Did the Reformers profess to agree 
in all points? Again, did Erasmus agree any more 
with those who hated him for having said so much, 
—he himself being judge? Did he not disagree 
with them, even on his own showing, in still more 
important points? 
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Sometimes, ‘he cannot approve the spirit of Luther; 
he has used too much bitterness of speech.’ Did he 
approve any more the still greater bitterness of 
Luther’s opponents and his own? Is he not com- 
plaining perpetually of the scurrilous calumnies with 
which they had loaded the Reformer? And if their 
virulence of tongue had been less, ought not the 
greater virulence of their teeth—of the men who bit 
as well as snarled—to have decided him to take his 
lot with what was in truth the cause of liberty as 
well as truth? Did he approve of the persecutions 
with which the Papists soon began to reply to the 
arguments or (if Erasmus will) the reproaches of 
Luther? No; to his honour be it said, he was 
nearly as loud as Luther himself in his condemnation 
of those atrocious eruelties which consigned some of 
Luther’s first disciples in the Low Countries to the 
stake. 

Sometimes, again, he urges that he would ‘like a 
reformation indeed; but it must be a reformation 
under the auspices and sanction of Pope, cardinals, 
bishops, princes:’ that is, he would like a reforma- 
tion, but it must be effected by those who were 
chiefly interested in the maintenance and perpetu- 
ation of abuses; he would like restitution, but he 
would have the thief voluntarily restore the goods; 
he would like the flock to be safe, but he would wait 
till the wolf turned himself into a lamb; he would 
have the poultry-yard inviolate, but he hoped that it 
would be by the fox’s being converted! 

Sometimes, he would like a Reformation, but it 
must be ‘a peaceful Reformation’—without violence 
or tumult; forgetting that the wisdom from above is 
‘Jirst pure, then peaceable,’ and that we cannot always 
obtain the truth except at the cost of arduous 
struggles. He would wish a rotten branch to be cut 
off, but he would by no means have the pruning- 
knife used; the heavy, pestilential air purified, but 
not at the cost of so terrible a phenomenon as a 
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thunder-storm. Sometimes he adopted the tone of 
humility: ‘How could he set up his judgment 
against the authorities of the Church ?—against 
popes, cardinals, and princes ?’—forgetting that that 
question was already decided zn foro conscientie@, in- 
asmuch as he believed, and proclaimed his belief, 
that all these were wrong in maintaining the corrup- 
tions of the Church, and he was in the right in de- 
nouncing them. ‘The vanity of these pleas is again 
and again exposed by Le Clere and Jortin.* 

But the principal reason of all Erasmus’s indeci- 
sion was, as just said, behind all this; it is to be sought 
in his constitutional timidity. He did not like to 
offend the great—to encounter the frowns of popes . 
and princes—to forfeit the sunshine of their favour 
—to lose the more substantial expressions of it which 
their patronage brought with it—to face poverty, or 
danger, or persecution; and so he was willing to let 
reformation wait till it could be accomplished with- 
out bitter controversies or painful sacrifices, and by 
authority. How little even the spectacle of the most 
beggarly superstitions (which he had himself exposed 
and laughed at a thousand times) could stir him 
practically from this indolent position, is strikingly 
shown in an incident which he himself relates on oc- 
casion of a casual visit to the tomb of St. Thomas- 
a-Becket in passing through Canterbury. ‘I my- 
self,’ says he, ‘saw, as they exhibited a tattered rag 
with which the martyr is said to have wiped his nose, 
the abbot and others who were standing by, fall on 
their knees, and lift up their hands in adoring reve- 
rence. To Colet, who was with me, this seemed 
insufferable. To me, these things seemed rather to 
be tolerated till they could be quietly reformed.’ 
When would that be? 

Of some of the more remarkable of the many frank 
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avowals which Erasmus makes of his timidity, the 
following may be cited :—‘ Let others affect martyr- 
dom; for me, I do not think myself worthy of this 
honour.’ ‘There is a certain pious craft and inno- 
cent time-serving which must be sometimes used ; 
though,’ he adds, ‘ we must not so use it as to betray 
the cause of religion.’ ‘Quarrelling is so unpleasant 
to me, that I should hate truth herself if she became 
seditious.’ But perhaps the most candid of all is the 
following passage in one of his letters:—‘ All men. 
have not sufficient courage for martyrdom; I fear 
that in case of danger, I should imitate Peter ;’ and 
in another place, more strongly, ‘I fear that if I were 
tempted like Peter, I should fall like Peter.’ 

It is not everyone who would so frankly avow his 
infirmity ; and, indeed, if the saying be true, that it 
requires a great deal of courage to avow oneself a 
coward, Erasmus must assuredly have been one of 
the most courageous of men. At all events, he had 
well pondered the old Delphic oracle, ‘ Know thyself,’ 
and as frankly gave to his readers the fruit of his 
meditations. 

If, therefore, the world had waited for the Refor- 
mation of Erasmus, it would have waited as long as 
for that of Pope Adrian, the successor of Leo X. He, 
too, was for a Reformation—but he thought it ought 
to be very gradual; ‘one step at a time.’ ‘The 
Pope,’ said Luther, sarcastically, ‘would like a cen- 
tury or so to be interposed between each two steps.’ 

Jt is no wonder, therefore, though it is humiliating, 
that Erasmus should have been fluctuating all his 
days between the old and the new—between Popery 
and Protestantism. His position was well under- 
stood by his contemporaries, one of whom, Secundus 
Curio, represents his ghost as eternally revolving be- 
tween the heaven of Catholics and the heaven of Pro- 
testants, without getting admission to either. We 
may well believe that this is only satire; that he has 
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found admission to the one heaven that receives all 
that are good, whether Catholic or Protestant; and 
that He who forgave the actual denial of Peter, has 
not dealt less mercifully with Erasmus’s frank avowal 
that he feared, if equally tempted, he might have 
denied Him too. 

One sees with somé satisfaction, however, that 
though he possibly saved his life, at all events his 
pensions, by his trimming, he paid a just penalty of 
all such unworthy compromises, in the odium he pro- 
voked. It would be an evil omen for the world if 
such conduct were not severely visited. He was ex- 
posed during his life to the cordial hatred of both 
parties. Rome has never dared to glory in him, and 
has persisted in regarding him more as a Protestant 
than a Catholic. Accordingly, she has judiciously 
shown her distrust by mutilating his works before 
allowing them to be read, and has placed some of 
them in her Index Expurgatorius. That last brand, 
however, considering in what company he finds him- 
self, he may well account true honour. 

It was Luther’s absolute surrender to what he 
deemed Truth, and his heroic courage and indomit- 
able energy in maintaining it, no matter who opposed 
it, that has extorted from posterity so much deeper 
homage than it has accorded to Erasmus. Even in 
this latitudinarian age, which is fond of representing 
‘Dogma’ as of little consequence, and endeavouring 
to conciliate truth and error in a thousand ways, the 
character of Luther is sure to attract men’s sympathy 
and reverence, even in spite of themselves, more than 
that of Erasmus. It is felt that an absolute fealty 
to Truth, and an unflinching courage in fighting for 
it, and, if need be, dying for it, must command—even 
though sullied by some faults of indiscreet zeal and 
temper—greater sympathy of love and veneration, 
than any amount of genius, learning, or eloquence, 
dissociated from such qualities; for in these (after 
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all that may be said in behalf of a spurious charity), 
true manhood of soul is felt to consist. 

But whatever the faults and foibles of the charac- 
ter of Erasmus, no charitable reader who considers 
his whole life and works can deny that he was a good 
as well as a great man. He died at Basle—in a Pro- 
testant town, and surrounded by Protestants—in 
July, 1526, in the sixty-ninth year of his age. 
Amidst his last sufferings (as one might expect from 
the ‘Shipwreck’) he invoked no saints; and, so far 
as appears, did not participate in the last rites of the 
Catholic Church. He invoked that name on which 
alone the pious Christian, whether Catholic or Pro- 
testant, is told to rely: ‘O Lord,’ were his last 
words, ‘I entreat Thy mercy. Lord Jesus | deliver 
me. O Lord, have compassion upon me.’ 


In contemplating the life of Erasmus, it is impos- 
sible not to be struck with his wonderful and admi- 
rable industry. His works altogether extend to no 
less than ten folio volumes. Yet his health was by 
no means robust, and was interrupted by long and 
frequent illnesses. He was perpetually travelling, 
and indeed was one of the most restless of mortals; 
the very opposite of what we should regard as a 
studious recluse, whose travels too often lie between 
his study and his bedchamber. Erasmus visited 
England several times, and was no stranger to Italy, 
France, Germany, or the Netherlands. His letters 
in one year are dated from Louvain, Mechlin, Ant- 
werp, Brussels, and Anderlac; and, in many cther 
years, from places equally numerous, and far more 
remote from one another. 

No doubt much of this rambling in his earlier 
years was undertaken on account of his pupils, and in 
his later was partly due to his labours on the succes- 
sive editions of his New Testament. But in those 
days of execrable roads and slow movement it must 
have consumed an enormous amount of time, which 
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he must have learned the art of husbanding to the 
best advantage, to enable him to make such acquisi- 
tions, and leave to posterity such prodigious monu- 
ments of his industry. We may well believe this, 
since we are told that he often composed passages of 
his works on horseback, and committed them to 
manuscript when he arrived at his inn. 
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which the principles of religious 
freedom were first established, 246. 
Locke’s first letter on toleration, 
249. Existence of the spirit of 
persecution until very lately, 252. 
The Popish doctrine of the 
Church’s infallibility the only 
effectual limit to the right of 
private judgment, 255. Claim of 
hybrid Protestants to infallibility, 
257. Their limit to the range of 
inquiry, 257, 258. Mr. Gladstone’s 
modification of the theory of 
‘private judgment,’ 262, et seq. 
Criteria of the undivided Church, 
266. ‘ Unthinking acquiescence’ 
the most desirable state of mind, 
according to the ‘ Oxford Tracts,’ 
269. Impossibility of submission 
to this, 270. The ‘disease’ of 
private judgment, widespread and 
ineradicable, 271.. Arguments on 
the right of private judgment, 272, 
273. The dictates of conscience 
the supreme guide in matters of 
religion, 274. Unanimity infavour - 
of the laws of practical morals, 
277. Remarks of Bayle and 
Robert Hall, 278. The ‘Oxford 
Tracts,’ 280. Reflections on the 
advantages of the ‘ Right of Pri- 
vate Judgment, 281. Impossi- 
bility of perfect uniformity of 
opinion, 283. The Bible, 283. 
Its general plainness to the illi- 
terate, 284. An infallible guide 
in all.that is necessary to salva- 
tion, 284, 289. Views of the 
Tractarians of the right of private 
judgment, 88. 


ONDON, Bishop of, his ‘ Three 

Sermons on the Church,’ 33-36. 
On his ‘ Charge,’—itis characteris- 
tic excellences and defects, 70. 


ACAULAY, Lord, his‘ Essay on 
Gladstone’s Church and State’ 
referred to, 20. 
‘British 
Critic,’ on, 28, note. Affirmed by 
Mr. Newman that they belong to 
all ages, 130. His principles con- 
sidered, 131-36. Glaring contrast 
between scriptural and ecclesiasti- 
cal miracles, 134, 135. Faintest 
traces of miracles in the earliest 
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remains of ecclesiastical antiquity, 
136. Appear to have increased in 
frequency as Christianity required 
them less, 137. Testimony of the 
Fathers that they had ceased, 137, 
138. Fraud in, acknowledged, 138. 
Credulity in the belief of, 139. 
Observations of Isaac Taylor on, 
141, note. Frustration of Julian’s 
attempt to rebuild the Temple, 
142. Circumstances attending the 
miracles of Ambrose, 143. Autho- 
rities who attested them, 145. 
The other miracles defended by. 
Mr. Newman, 149. Remarks on 
the sophistry of the reasoning by 
which Mr. Newman maintains his 
general views, 150, 


XFORD Tractarian School, and 
School of Modern Divinity. See 
Anglicanism,—Tractarianism. 


ALMER, Rev. W., his ‘ Narrative 

of Events connected with the 
“Tracts for the Times,’ 86. 
On the ‘New School’ formed at 
Oxford, 90, note. On the develop- 
ment of Christianity in the 
Middle Ages, 113. 


OMAN Catholic Church. 
Ultramontane Doubts. 


See 


CRIPTUREHS, examination of the 
views held by the Anglican 
school, that they are not the only 
rule of faith, but that they must 
be supplemented by the Fathers, 
36-64. 
Sewell’s ‘ Christian Morals,’ quoted, 
on infant baptism, 27, note. 


RACTARIANISM, recent deve- 

lopments of, at Oxford, 84. De- 
nounced as essentially Roman 
Catholic, 85,86. Fatal symptoms 
of dissension within the school, 
86, 8&7. Their pretensions to 
catholic unity, not incompatible 
with. the widest diversity of 
opinion, 86. Narrative of the 
Rey. W. Palmer, 86. Anomalous 
views of the party as to their sub- 
scription to the English articles, 
87,88, Their opinions respecting 
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private judgment, 88. On the 
duties of ‘obedience and faith,’ 
89, 90. Diversity of their views 
as to one indivisible catholic sys- 
tem, 91. Mr. Gladstone on the 
advance of. ‘catholic principles,’ 
92. Fallacy of his views, 92-94. 
Futility of endeavouring to ex- 
tract one system of catholicism 
from interpretation of antiquity, 
95. On the traditions of the 
Fathers, 96. On antiquity, 97- 
99. Tendency to Romanism in 
those who advocate Tractarian- 
ism, 100. Increased by the theory 
that the Catholic Church is ONE 
and VISIBLE, 101,102. Opinion of 
consistent Protestants thatall true 
Christians are members of the 
invisible Church of Christ, 103. 
Tractarians combine the lofty 
pretensions of Papal unity with 
all the ‘ variations of Protestant- 
ism,’ 104. Hssential uncharitable- 
ness of their principles, 108. 
Popery held by some to be a ‘ de- 
velopment’ of primitive Chris- 
tianity, 112. Dr. Pusey’s opinion 
that the ‘words of institution’ 
must be taken in a literal sense, 
120.’ Exposé of the fallacy, 12]- 
27. Hcclesiastical miracles, 129, 
et seq. (See Miracles and Ambrose.) 
Disinclination of the school to 
make real sacrifices, 160. No cor- 
rect view of medieval religion to 
be had from the ‘Lives of the 
Saints,’ 161. Principles of Trac- 
tarianism have taken strong hold 
of the younger portion of the 
clergy, 163. Various distractions 
with which the Oxford school has 
torn the Church in search of 
catholic unity, 164-65. The pre- 
sent movement degrading to en- 
lightened piety and destructive of 
all mutual charity, 165. Views of 
Mr. Gladstone as to the Trac- 
tarian leaders remaining in the 
Church, 167. Passages in the 
Fathers citeable by either party, 
170-72. 


LTRAMONTANE Doubts, 174- 

233. Ultramontanism and pa- 
triotism irreconcilable, 178. The 
question of Romish infallibility 
considered, 179, et seg. Paypal as- 
sumption of supremacy over tem- 
poral princes, 188. Gregory VII., 
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188. - Innocent III., 189. Other 
popes, 190. The question of this 
supremacy considered, 191, et seq. 
De Maistre’s defence of the Papal 
power, 197,228. Popes or coun- 
cils superior? 200. Interference 
of the Church of Rome with tem- 
poral things, 205. Her ‘ Index 
Expurgatorius,’ 206-208. View of 
her theory when fully carried out, 
207. Her asserted unity, 211, 213. 


LONDON : 


INDEX. 


ULT 


Her paradoxes, 218. Synod of 
Thurles, 219. Caution in recon- 
verting England recommended, 
221. Unwise assumption of the 
title of ‘bishop,’ 221, 222. ‘ Re- 
sults of ‘the Papal Aggression’ 
of 1850, 224-26. Candour and 
liberality of the people under the 
circumstances, 226, et seg. Hx- 
tracts from ‘ Cautions for the 
Times,’ 232. 


PRINTED BY 


SPOTTISWOODE AND CO., NEW-STREET SQUARE 
AND PARLIAMENT STREET 


WORKS BY THE SAME AUTHOR. 


Fourteenth Edition, Fep. 8vo. price 5s. 


THE BCCEP SE OR BALE H: 
Or, A VISIT TO A RELIGIOUS SCEPTIC. 


Third Edition, revised, fcp. 8vo. price 3s. 6d. 


A DEFENCE OF THE ‘ECLIPSE OF FAITH,’ 
By its Author. 
BEING A REJOINDER TO PROFESSOR NEWMAN’S ‘REPLY.’ 


Crown 8vo. price 6s. 6d. cloth, 


REASON AND FAITH; 
WITH OTHER ESSAYS. 


List of the Essays :— 
1. Reason and Faith, their Claims and Conflicts. 
2. Critique on M. RENAN’S Vie de Jésus. 


3. eer ate M. D. on some Recent Speculations touching the Scientific Apotheosis 
of Man. 

4, A Vision about a Prevision, or (as Socrates says) a Dream for a Dream. 

5. Reasons for Scepticism as to certain Speculations of Modern Science; in Two 
Letters addressed to a Believer. 

6. Ancient and Modern Wisdom; ,Reflections suggested by the Twenty-eighth 
Chapter of the Book of Job. 

7. Thoughts suggested by the Recent Failure of the Atlantic Telegraph Expedition. 


New Edition, with Additions. 2 vols. crown 8vo. price 12s. 


ESSAYS, CRITICAL AND BIOGRAPHICAL, 
Contributed to the Edinburgh Review. 


List of the Essays :— 
1, Life and Writings of Thomas Fuller. 8. John Locke. 


2. Andrew Marvel. 9. Sydney Smith’s Lectures on Moral 
3. Luther’s Correspondence and Charac- Philosophy. 
ter. 10. Structure of the English Language. 
4, Life and Genius of Leibnitz. 11. History of the English Language. 
5. Genius and Writings of Pascal. 12. Sacred Eloquence: The British Pulpit. 
6. Literary Genius of Plato ; Character 13. The Vanity and Glory of Literature. 
of Socrates. 14. Huc’s Travels in China. 
7. Genius and Writings of Descartes. 15. Archer Butler’s Remains, 


New Edition, with Additions. 1 vol. crown 8vo. price 6s. 


ESSAYS ON SOME THEOLOGICAL CONTRO- 
VERSIES OF THE TIME, 
Contributed chiefly to the Hdinburgh Review. 
List of the Essays :— 


1, Anglicanism, or the Oxford Tractarian 3. Ultramontane Doubts. 
School. 4, Right of Private Judgment. 
2, Recent Developments of Tractarianism. 5. Erasmus and his Age. 


London, LONGMANS & CO.’ 


NEW EDITION OF PROFESSOR HENRY ROGERS’S 
CONGREGATIONAL LECTURE. 


Second Edition, in 8yo. price 12s. cloth, 
THE 


SUPERHUMAN ORIGIN OF THE BIBLE 


INFERRED FROM ITSELF. 
THE CONGREGATIONAL UNION LECTURE FOR 18738. 


By HENRY ROGERS, 
Author of ‘ The Eclipse of Faith, 


*We gratefully accept this first volume of a new series of ‘ Congregational Lectures,’ 
satisfied that its popular character will command a wide circle of readers, while the 
freshness and originality of the treatment of an oft-debated theme, its absolute 
freedom from all controversial bitterness and dogmatic theorising, will commend it 
to the respectful attention of men of the most divergent views.’ 

BRITISH QUARTERLY REVIEW. 


‘The pen of HENRY RoGERS has lost none of its old cunning. It is as subtle, as 
graphic, as logical and as ornate, as when it wrote “The Eclipse of Faith.’ If the 
argument of these lectures is not very profound, it is carried to its logical issues 
with a resistless force, and clothed in all the charms of eloquent expression. Few 
books of the season are likely to be more, or more deservedly, popular; the hard 
work expended on it by the author making it unusually easy and pleasant reading.’ 

NONCONFORMIST. 

‘This is a volume of much originality, vigour, research, and logical accuracy. 
The author is not only a master of his wide and difficult subject, but he is aware 
of its difficulty, and knows ‘how to express his arguments in the best and fairest 
light. Mr. RoGErs has much to say of the last and deepest importance; and his 
present work will take a good place among the best books of its class.’ 

STANDARD, 


*The subjects discussed are suggested by certain principles and tendencies of 
human nature apparently at variance with the Bible, by coincidences between 
Scripture and common history, and by the unity of the Bible; by peculiarities of 
its structure and style ; by its influence ; and by certain analogies between it and 
the course of nature. This summary gives a very faint idea of the wealth of thought 
of the curious felicity of style, of the shrewd insight into human nature, which wil 
be found in the book. The subject is one for which the writer’s turn of mind an 
previous studies eminently fit him, and the result is a succession of chapters 
striking alike for freshness and truth.’ FREEMAN. 


‘We hope, in a second notice, to return to Mr. RoGERS’ work: but we trust we 
have already said enough to convince our readers that these lectures form one-of 
the most valuable additions of modern times to the apologetics of Christianity.’ 

ENGLISH INDEPENDENT. 


‘These admirable lectures by Professor ROGERS deserve attention; and could 
not fail to prove attractive, even to readers who are not generally disposed to under- 
take anything like theological study. His work will doubtless be accepted as one 
of the ablest and most rational defences of the superhuman origin of the Bible ever 
written. The author’s candour and impartiality are no less remarkable than his 
clear and impressive style.’ MANCHESTER EXAMINER. 


London, HODDER & STOUGHTON, 27 and 31 Paternoster Row. 


Fs SR et 
oo che 


ae 


ton Theological S 


W000 0000 


012 01006 6290 


